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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Lorp Justice Bowznx, who has been absent from court through 
indisposition ever since the beginning of the present sittings, is 
expected to resume his attendance in court on Monday next. 





INTERLOCUTORY APPLICATIONS in causes and matters proceeding in 
the District Registry of Liverpool and the District Registry of 
Manchester will be taken by Mr. Justice Kexewicn on alternate 
Saturdays, commencing with Liverpool business on Saturday, the 
30th inst. There will be little or no business on this first day, 
and probably Manchester will provide none on the 7th of May. 





Tux commirrzE nominated by the Lord Chancellor to consider 
the report of Lord Szxzorye’s Committee on the distribution of 
business in the Chancery Division and of the clerical staff, so far 
as the recommendations of that report have not been carried out 
by Rules of Court, will commence its labours next week, and will, 
it is understood, apply itself principally to the subject of the pos- 
sible amalgamation of the offices of registrar, chief clerk, and 
taxing master. It is not yet announced which of the Chancery 
judges will be on the committee, but it is understood that a 
Chancery registrar, a chief clerk, and a taxing master will be 
members; that an eminent London solicitor will be joined as 
representing the profession as well as the Official Solicitor, and that 
Mr. Kewyera More Mackewzre will act as secretary. 





On tHE sunsect of the amalgamation of the work of the chan- 
cery officers, an argument in favour of some echeme for that 
purpose has been based on the fact that the masters of the 
Queen’s Bench Division act as registrars, chief clerks, and taxing 
masters; but when the matter is looked into, it appears that, in 
point of fact, the masters divide the work in such a way that each 
master only performs one class of these duties, and that obviously 
in consequence of the convenience arising from division of labour. 
It is immaterial what designation is applied to the a 
individual who does the work, but it is abundantly clear that what- 
ever scheme of amalgamation may be devieed, it must contemplate 
@ division of the work of the offices between those on whom it 
falls. The alternative seems to lie between the possibility of 
finding all the officials to be good “ all-round” men, as against the 
probability that division of labour will produce efficient specialists 
in each class of work. 





Tue tate Master of the Rolls used to say that ‘‘no amount 
of consent of the parties could confer jurisdiction.” On 
the first day of the present sittings the Court of Appeal No. 
II. bad only two interlocutory appeals in the days’ paper, which 
Lords Justices Corton and Lixprzy di of. the absence of 
Lord Justice Bowzy, they then proceeded, “ by consent of the 
parties,” to hear final appeals, but it is open to doubt whether 
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wade indispensable in the great majority of transactions. Every 
in transferring (26—this a the following numbers refer 
to the present Rules) or charging (20) registered land, or trans- 
ferring a registered charge (21), or negativing the usual mutual 
covenants on a transfer of a registered lease (24), or consenting to 
bc i of conditions restricting the use of registered land (31), 
or to the notification of a grant of an easement (32), must be 
s attested by a solicitor and verified by his declaration identifying 
E the registered owner who executes it (46); further, every applica- 
“a ' tion for registration (6, 7), or for the entry of notice of cessation of 
oy a charge (22), of an estate in dower or by the courtesy (26), of a 
- lease or agreement for a lease (28), or of a grant of an easement 
(32); every consent of a cautioner (16), or withdrawal or modifica- 
tion of a restriction (14), must be verified by a solicitor’s 
declaration (46). It remains to be seen whether the Legislature is 
to dispense with the protection against forgery and per- 
sonation which the solicitor’s verification affords. But, in any case, 
solicitors are entitled to some effectual provision that where agents 
a. are employed they shall in all cases be solicitors only. We agree with 
i; a correspondent, who has addressed the Council of the Incorporated 
a Law Society on this subject, that it is essential to urge the inser- 
tion either in the Bill or Rules of a stringent provision on this 
subject. Possibly the following (which is taken from the South 
Australian Statutes, 1878, No. 128, s. 66) might serve as a 
groundwork for the proposed provision :—‘‘ No person other than 
asolicitor . . . shall be entitled to sue for or receive any fees, 
costs, or charges, or to have any right to set off any such fees, 
costs, or charges in any action brought against such person for 
work and labour done or money expended in reference to applica- 
tions, transfers, or instruments relating to land under the pro- 
visions of this Act; or to have any lien or right to retain any 
deed, paper, or willieg which shall have come into his possession 
in se to any such proceedings.” 




















Ir wiz 3s stEn from a letter which we print in another column 
that Mr. Danze, Q.C., objects to our suggestion last week that 
his statement—that ‘‘no man ever signs his name twice exactly 
alike: if two signatures are produced exactly alike one of them is 
imitated ”’—was, perhaps, too broadly expressed. He thinks it was 
not stated strongly enough, and he gives theoretical reasons of much 
A weight in support of his view, and further adduces practical illus- 
trations from his signatures of his own name. He also asks us to 
‘ try the iment for ourselves, and see whether the signa- 

tures are i That would hardly be a fair instance, both 
because the signatures, being made with the knowledge that they 
were to be compared, would be more careful than signatures under 
other circumstances, and also because it happens that the writer of 
the observations to which Mr. Danrer refers has long taken 
4 considerable interest in autographs, and some years ago adopted 
; a form of signature which from constant repetition has become 
a probably rather unusually uniform. But we have compared the | 
4 i contained in a series of letters at different dates, of | 
7 one of the most careful and accurate of solicitors. The firm name, 
es being somewhat long and by no means easy to write, leaves con- 
siderable room for variations. On comparing the signatures 
(evidently made in a hurry in the usual course of the after-four- | 
o’clock-routine signature of a series of office letters) we find a sur- 














3 prising uniformity in the “spacing” of the words and the size, 
variations, nearly always in the last letter of one of the names. 

clear, strong, and regular hand, and is ap- 

tion of letters in the signatures were most trivial, but there 

Danrer’s assertion ; and, paradoxical as it may appear, we are not 

that which we endeavoured to point out last week—viz., 





inclination, and formation of the letters. It is only when you 
come to minutely excmine the signatures that you find slight 
There are no two signatures precisely alike. Then we took a 
series res of a well-known high official, who writes 
an y 
= in the enviable position of never being obliged to 
sign name in a hurry. Here the differences in the forma- 
y 8 difference in the spacing. It will be seen that the results 
both our experiments go to prove the correctness of Mr. 
at all sure that absolute identity between two signatures may not be 
an indica that one of them has been imitated. The result is 
reliance ought to be placed on small differences in 
letters or on small peculiarities of handwriting. 





Ir was ENAcTED by 1 & 2 Vict. e. 110, s. 17, that every judgment 
debt should carry interest at the rate of four per cent. from the 
time of entering up the judgment, and that such interest might be 
levied under a writ of execution on the judgment. Some years 
later county courts were established by 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, and the 
question must have been often raised whether the judgments 
pronounced in them came within the above provision. There 
seems, however, to have been no decision on the subject until this 
week, when it has been settled by The Queen v. The Judge of the 
Chelmsford County Court and Olarke that county court judgments 
do not interest. They derive their force from section 94 of 
the last mentioned act, which provides that a writ of fi. fa. may 
issue for the sum of money ordered to be paid by the judge, and for 
the costs of the execution. The Master of the Rolls pointed out that 
the omission of any mention of interest in this section, when it 
had been so recently awarded to ordinary judgments, clearly 
showed that the omission was intentional on the of the Legis- 
lature. It is possible, however, that such intention was construc- 
tive merely and not actual, for in this respect there does not seem 
to be any sound distinction between the two classes of judgments. 
But upon other grounds the differences between them are so great 
as to make it impossible to apply legislation designed originally for 
the one to the other also. These are very clearly stated in Berkeley 
v. Elderkin (1 W. R. 305, 1 E. & B. 805). There an action was 
brought in the Queen’s Bench upon a county court judgment, and the 
judges were unanimous that it did not lie. They pointed out the 
peculiarities in executions under it, both as against the property 
and the person of the debtor. The Legislature had pro- 
vided a new right and a new remedy, and its intention, as Lord 
Campsett, C.J., stated, was to confine the remedy to that 
specifically provided by the Act. This makes no mention of interest, 
and the omission, whether really intentional or no, cannot be cured 
by reference to the earlier Act dealing with ordinary judgments. 





In a case of Moseley v. The Victoria Rubber Co., which lasted 
for eight days before Mr. Justice Currry, his lordship, in deliver- 
ing judgment, rade some observations respecticg the advantage of 
having shorthand writers’ notes printed from day to day. The 
action was one to try the validity of a patent for improvements in - 
the manufacture of ornamental designs on waterproof fabrics, and 
during the trial there was a detailed examination in court of 
exhibits by means of the microscope. Mr. Justice Currry observed 
that the trial had bees ¢reatly facilitated by the use of shorthind 
writers’ notes printed 1.um day to day during the course of the 
trial. 








Many of our readers will be glad to hear that the articles 
‘‘ Concerning Searches,” which recently appeared in this journal, 
are about to be re-published by Messrs. Maxwell & Son with con- 
siderable additions, and in a revised form, adapted to the purpose 
of ready reference in chambers or offices. It is believed that the 
work will supply a widely felt want in legal literature. 


At the Guildhall Police Court on the 21st inst. Henry Onslow Curling, 
116, Camberwell-road, was summoned at the instance of the Incorporated 
Law Society for having unlawfully acted as a solicitor on two ate 
occasions, he not being a solicitor at the time. Mr. C. O. Humphreys, 
who appeared in wager of the summons, stated that in June last the 
defendant appeared in an action in the Lord Mayor’s Court t¢ Mr. 
Richmond for the recovery of £5, money lent. He obtained egment, 
and it was arranged that £2 should be paid down and the remainder by 
instalments. The payments were not kept up, and the defendant wrote 
to Mr. Richmond, stating that he would deliver his bill of costs amounting 
to £5 1s. The bill of costs was delivered for taxation to the of 
the Lord Mayor’s Court, and the amount was reduced to £4 10s. 10d. 
Without notice an execution was put into Mr. Richmond's house, and he 
had to pay out £8 7s. 4d., although the amount due was only £2. It was 
subsequently discovered that the defeudant had sued in person ; that he 
had charged professional costs, although he was not in practice. Upon 
this discovery the £4 10s. costs were reviewed and reduced to 15s. 
Purcell, for the defence, contended that in this instance no injury had 
been done to the public. His client had been in practice twenty-five 
years and he was not aware that he was doing any wrorg in charging 
professional costs. Aion £0 at ne See nee 
thing for persons to practise pro’ y who were not solicitors. He 
should im a fine in each case of 10s., with two guineas costs, making 
a total of £3 28.—TZimes. 
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THE INCIDENCE OF ADMINISTRATION COSTS. 
I. 

Ix the administration of an estate out of court questions frequently 
arise as to the persons by whom the costs, or certain of the costs, 
should be borne; and experience shews that the rules which have 
been laid down on this subject are not always followed. We 
think it may be useful to our readers if we collect such of the 
decisions on the costs of administration actions as bear upon the 
subject mentioned at the head of this article, and attempt to 
formulate from them some general principles for guidance in 
administrations out of court. 

The rules which have been laid down are profeasedly based upon 
the principle that the costs of administration must be defrayed 
in such a manner as not to defeat the intentions of the testator 
(Zyre v. Marsden, 1839, 4 My. & Cr., at p. 248). The first rule 
is, therefore, that— 

(1) The testator’s express directions as to the fund out of which 
administration costs are to be paid must be observed. Hence, real or 
leasehold property which a testator has charged with payment of 
his ‘‘ testamentary expenses,’’ in exoneration of his personal estate, 
must bear the whole costs of administration (Morrell v. Fisher, 
1851, 4 De. G. & Sm. 422; Harloe v. Harloe, 1875, 23 W. R. 
789, 20 Eq. 471). So also the expenses of administration will fall 
on any particular fund out of which a testator has directed that 
his ‘‘ testamentary ” or “‘ executorship ” expenses are to be paid 
(Sharp v. Lush, 1879, 27 W. BR. 528, 10 Ch. D. 468). 

(2) Where the testator has given no such directions, administra- 
tion costs are primarily payable out of the residue of his personal 
estate. It has been pointed out that it is not strictly correct to say 
that the administration costs are paid out of the residue of the per- 
sonal estate ; they are supposed to be paid out of the personal estate 
before any distribution of it takes place (Shuttleworth v. Howarth, 
1841, Cr. & Ph., at p. 232). But as the residue (which is defined 
as being what remains after payment of the testator’s funeral and 
testamentary expenses, debts, legacies, and the costs of adminis- 
tration of the estate, including all costs and charges occasioned by 
the will: Hlborne v. Goode, 1844, 14 Sim.4165, 178; Ripley v. 
Moysey, 1836, 1 Keen, 578; Trethewy v. Helyar, 1876, 4 Ch. D. 
58, 56; Re Reeve’s Trusts, 1877,4 Ch. D., at p. 844) is less 
than it would otherwise be by the amount of the payments for 
administration costs, those payments do in fact substantially and 
practically come out of the residue. 

(3) There are no degrees of liability among different eat 
of the residue of the testator’s personal estate. Whether the 
residue be wholly given or wholly undisposed of, or partly 
given and partly undisposed of; whether there be one re- 
siduary legatee or more, or one person next of kin or more, 
the thing that is taken is of the same quality, and the parts 
which constitute the whole only come into existence after satiefac- 
tion of the general costs of administration; in other words, the 
takers of the shares, where shares are taken, are liable to the 
costs in proportion to their shares (Ziborne v. Goode, ubi 
supra). Vice-Chancellor Malins, indeed, expressed an opinion 
in Gowan v. Broughton (1874, 19 Eq. 77) that a lapsed share of 
residuary personal estate should exonerate the other shares and 
be the primary fund for payment of administration costs. The 
ground for his opinion appears to have been that, having pre- 
viously (in Scott v. Cumberland, 1874, 18 Eq. 578), held that a 
lapsed share of residuary real estate should exonerate the other 
shares, the learned judge considered ‘‘that it would be very 
inconvenient if there should be one rule as to real, and another as 
to personal estate.” His observations, however, were mere dicta, 
and they have been dissented from by Jessel, M.R., in Zrethewy v. 
Helyar (1876, 4 Ch. D. 58); by Bacon, V.C., in Fenton v. Wills 
(1877, 7 Ch. D. 88); and by Hall, V.C., in Blann v. Bell (1877, 
7 Ch. D. 382). The rule appears to be that where a share of the 
residue becomes undisposed of, whether by lapse (Ackroyd v. 
Smithson, 1 Bro. C. C. 508, as explained, on reference to regi 
book, in 4 My. & Cr., at p. 245; Roberts v. Walker, 1 Russ. 
My. 752; Cresswell v. Cheslyn, 2 Eden, 123, as explained 
note 1 Swanst. 571; Fenton v. Wills, ubi supra), or owing 
the operation of the Mortmain Act e Geo. 2, ¢. 86) (Attorney- 
one v. i Winchelsea, 8 Bro. ©. ©. 873 ; ppriag Me wee| 
v. Hurst, 2 364); or owing to the operation 
Act (39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 98) (Zyre v. Marsden, ubi supra; 
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Trusts (ubi supra), “is, that there is no residue until the 
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been a matter of course to direct an inquiry as to who were the 
next the testator, and, so far as I know, there is no case 
it had been held that the cost of an inquiry of that kind 
ought to be borne by the la share instead of by the general 
residue. On the other hand, I think it would have been treated 
as a matter of course to order those costs, as well as the other 
costs of the action, to be paid out of the general residue. And the 
reason of that is well expressed in the case of Zyre v. Marsden (ubi 
supra)—viz., that there can be no residue until the costs of the 
administration have been paid. The trustees would have a right to 
ascertain at the expense of the general residue, who were the persons 
entitled either in the case of lapse or under the will, and the costs 
ining that are costs which ought to be paid, in the first 
instance, out of the general fund before you can arrive at the 
residue at all. Of course it is easy to put, as I put in the argu- 
ment, cases where that would seem to be very hard. A case may 
be imagined where the residue is divisible into twelve shares, and 
shares lapses. Are the persons entitled to the other 
to wait until a very difficult inquiry as to the next 
to the twelfth share is worked out? But then, [ 
er to that is simple. They need not wait. It is 
for the trustees to ascertain approximately the 
shares, and to set apart a fund to answer and pay 
ascertaining the next of kin; or, if any difficalty 
then the trustees can come to the court at once, and 
to ascertain the fund for them or to tell them what 
to pay over, or if they ought to pay over anything, and 
the direction and under the sanction of the court.” 
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THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
IV. 
IV.—Tue Insurance Fonp (continued). 


2. Will it be a tax ? (continued).—We would call attention to a 
fact (mentioned in our last week’s issue, but) which seems to have 
been overlooked by some who have been studying the Bill, that no 
contribution to the fund will be payable on registrations with 

title only. So that the extra expense that will be 
incurred on next sales will consist of the correspondence with the 
registry, the furnishing of such information as the rules may 
— and the payment of the office fees (if any) prescribed. 

t must further be observed that the insurance charge on subse- 
quent registered dealings (which, by the way, is to be paid equally, 
whether the first registration was with possessory, qualified, or 
absolute title) is only levied where such dealings are for value. 
So that (subject to a possible doubt as to whether or not a marriage 
settlement, or a charge of jointure, or portions, is a dealing for 
value) as long as, and in so far as, changes of ownership only take 
place by way of Settlement, Will, or Succession on Death, no in- 
surance money will be payable on registering such changes. To 
owners of large estates these considerations are clearly of great 

because, if, as at first sight appears possible, on every 
re-settlement or succession on death (the necessary and permanent 
expenses of which will prebably be but little diminished 
what aze now) there were to be added an insurance 
charge amounting, in large estates, to some hundreds of pounds, 
besides the dence with the registry and office fees, the 
obvious drawbacks of the new system might well appear greater 
than its possible advantages. We have reason to believe that a 
certain amount of misapprehension on the above points has arisen 


owing to ae of Schedule I. having been rather insuf- 


‘ow will it be available ?—One very substantial question 
arises under this head. When a mistake is detected, who is to 
have the land, and who is to have the money? What we believe 
to be the true rule has (curious to state) only now at last 
emerged into notice or even into existence; the original rule 
mmissiqners of 1857 being its exact opposite, 

the Torrens Acts only partially adopting it. The true rule is 
thus — by a marginal note on page 32 of the Statement on the 


Land Laws ( Law Society, January, 1886)—“ A 
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ception in the case of dormant claims. Registration of Title to 
Land (C. F. Brickdale, November, 1886), at p. 46, advocates the 
enforcement of the rule without any exception whatever. The 

uestion was raised in the House of Lords last Monday evening on 
the second reading of the Bill. The Bill (clause 16) provides that 
‘‘ where a person satisfies the High Court that he has been deprived 
of registered land by forgery, or fraud, or error of the board or its 
officers, the court may, according as the court may think equitable, 
either order compensation to that person, or that the land shall be 
restored to that person, and that the person losing the land shall 
receive compensation.” It was pointed out that this clause laid 
down no principle to guide the court, and that it would be better 
to lay down some principle, to be followed in ordinary cases, sub- 
ject to exception, perhaps, on special causeshewn. Lords Herschell 
and Bramwell advocated the rule above stated. Lord Selborne was for 
favouring purchasers, if possible, as against volunteers: but in 
making this suggestion the noble and learned lord appears to have 
overlooked the consi‘eration that owners of family estates—the 
very persons most obviously entitled to restoration of the land in 
specie—are nearly all volunteers, a consideration fatal to the 
adoption of the rule he proposed. 

Of course, there are objections to any rule that can be proposed. 
The present law, which leaves a purchaser with no greater pro- 
tection than his own vigilance and the vendor’s covenant for title, 
is hardly so perfect as to justify very severe criticism of a law 
where the only possible question will be whether he is to have the 
land or full damages paid by the Government. 

Leaving the substantial question to be decided as may be thought 
best, let us turn to one or two incidental matters that claim atten- 
tion in regard to the subject of this section. 

The first is that procedure by application to the High Court, 
wherever restoration is sought, appears to be needlessly cumbrous. 
It must be remembered that if some such rule as that above sug- 
gested is laid down, the inquiry needed to be made will be of the 
simplest possible kind. Therefore, subject to an appeal to the 
court, it would seem well to make the rd the tribunal in the 
first instance, especially as they will have before them all the 
material documents, and probably all the material facts, at no 
expense in the great majority of instances. With regard to the 
frequency of appeals, it is the Australian experience that the 


decisions of the registrar are usually acquiesced in (1881: Return 


on Australian Registration, p. 148). 

The second matter is that the expression regis/ered land in the 
portion of the clause above quoted introduces at least a doubt as 
to whether or no, in cases where land is wrongly placed on the 
register in the first instance with absolute or qualified title, the 
rightful owner of the unregistered estate will be entitled to apply 
for restoration, or whether he will be confined to his compensation 
under Clause 15 (1) and Schedule I. (A) (1)—where, by the bye, 
the use of the word ‘‘land” alone lends colour to the doubt now 
expressed. Such is the rule, it may be observed, under the 
Torrens acts; and it is possible that it may be intended to repeat it 
in the Bill. The reasons for making such an exception (if it be 
intended) are not obvious. It would create much reasonable un- 
easiness, and it would oblige the registrar to be far more particular 
in registering absolute and qualified titles, and in confirming titles 
and boundaries, than he otherwise need be. 

The third matter is that the exact procedure under clause 16 is 
not laid down in the Bill. It is not clear, for instance, whether it 
will be necessary for the purposes of the section that the owner 
shall have been actually deprived of his Jand before the court can 
exercise its authority. Some procedure whereby a merely 
threatened owner might bring the matter on for decision would 
probably be useful, and also definite power for the defendant in an 
action for recovery of land to claim the benefit of this jurisdiction 
in the same action. The costs of the application to the court under 
this clause (16), being definitely occasioned by the error of the 
Board, it would seem that, if reasonably incurred, they ought also 
to be paid out of the fund. This is also not quite clear from the 
Bill as it stands. 


A fourth point is that it is nowhere exactly stated whether or 


no the Board will have power to admit and satisfy such claims for 
compensation as may appear just without putting the claimants to 
any further expense. It will be observed that clause 15, which 
provides the fund, also empowers the rules to provide for “any 
matters necessary or proper for giving effect” to the section and 
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the scheme in Schedule I. It is unprofitable, therefore, to go into 
much detail on these points until the rules appear. 

4. The possible uses ¢ the fund in facilitating the despatch of 
business.— Enough has y been said to shew that the omission 
of the compensation fund was a grave one from the point of view 
vf abstract justice. It was, however, no doubt, defended by the 
consideration that the registrar would always proceed cautiously, 
so that no injuries vould vanit to innocent persons. And, in 
truth, in this respect (as probably only in this respect), the ex- 
perience of the Acts has entirely justified the expectations of their 
framers. What appears to have been forgotten was that in ordinary 
business people do not proceed cautiously ; they proceed indolently, 
confidingly, eagerly, recklessly ; they prefer risk to trouble, sus- 
picion, restraint, delay. A system that to conduct 
ordinary business without ever running a risk will never fulfil the 
requirements of the case. 

n order to understand the influence which the insurance fund 
seems designed to exercise on the despatch of business in the 
office, it will be necessary to observe the procedure hitherto 
adopted somewhat closely. 

(1.) First registration with absolute title—Under Lord West- 
bury’s Act nothing but a “‘ marketable ” title was to be approved 
by the registrar. Now, assuming (as equity does) that a market- 
able title is absolutely safe (which it is not, but no matter), this 
was fair enough; but what a work did it entail! In the appendix 
to the report of 1870 (p. 78) are the particulars of twenty-five 
cases furnished by the registrar himself as affording “a fair 
average illustration” of the time occupied in first registrations. 
The average time will be found to be about two years and three 
months apiece ; one comes within nine days of five years; only 
four are under a year. The shortest “run” on the record is 
also given—four months twenty-seven days. Some may wonder 
how the time was wiled away in the office; the following occur- 
rence may serve to explain. One of the former owners of an 
estate to be registered was one John Harrison, of Reigate, 
farmer, who bought in 1830, and died in 1850. Proof was 
required that a judgment against one John Harrison, of Vew- 
castle-on-Tyne, beerseller, and another judgment against one 
George Harrison, of Oockermouth, ironmonger, did not affect the 
estate (1870 appendix, p. 56). Nor can we suggest that, under 
the system subsisting, these precautions were unsuitable. 

It will be remembered that under Lord Cairns’ Act of 1875 
(section 17, sub-section 3) power is given to the registrar to 
approve of, and register as indefeasible, any title which, though 


‘‘open to objection,” yet, in his opinion, “ will not be disturbed.” | post 


Of this the Bar Committee say: ‘‘ The convenience of this enact- 
ment in facilitating the registration of titles is obvious, but this 
convenience is manifestly gained by giving power to an official to 
confiscate dormant rights without compensation if he thinks them 
not likely to be prosecuted with effect.” And later, ‘If such 
provisions are administered with prudence and discretion, they 
leave the provedure practically unaltered. Some reduction may be 
effected in the nece expenses, but the practical effect for this 

urpose of a mere reduction is inconsiderable” (Land Transfer, 
pp. 55, 61), Experience has shewn the justice of this observa- 
tion. The provision has (as would hardly be doubted) been pru- 
dently administered, with the result that first registration under 
Lord Cairns’ Act, as under Lord Westbury’s (though in a less degree), 
continues to be both a longer and a more e ive business 
than a sale under ordinary conditions. This makes it simply out 
of the question for a vendor to try to register preparatory to a 
sale, and renders it most unlikely that a purchaser, who has — 
just finished grumbling at the length of his solicitor’s bill, wi 
put his name Gown as an applicant for a double dose of the same 
acid draught that he has just swallowed with so bad a grace; and 
if it is not to the interest of an intending vendor, or to the taste 
of a recent purchaser to register his title, it is difficult to see at 
pe army of affairs it will be either useful or pleasant to 
anybody. 

ow, unless the framers of the present Bill have entirely 

abandoned all hope of inducing vendors or purchasers to appl 
for absolute t:tles (which is certainly possible), it may be su 
that they expect the insurance fund to exercise an influence on the 
official procedure on first registrations that will bring absolute 
tities within the reasonable ambition both of vendors and pur- 
chasers on actual sales. The extent of the possible influence of 
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evidence if once really satisfied ; for it 
its title” again, an = by > 
operations, dimini relative importance 
ore there, the board will be able (should 
do so) to proceed with rather more 
purchaser can in overlooking remote 
lastly, those who have perused the titles of a 7 
that, as the process goes on, a sort of general ’s-eye 
obtained, which renders incidental doubts less frequent. 
All these considerations put together may possibly have 
a belief that, with the insurance fund 
will be able to sanction the registration 
ordinary cases on as easy terms as 
upon on sales. We do not desire to one oe 
whether the belief is well founded, but if it 
vendors and purchasers will be likely enough before 
a habit of applying for absolute titles on 
content with the necessary possessory 
even though the latter be now capable of “‘ confirmation 
further formalities and the lapse of five years. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Bir,—I beg to enclose copy of» lattes + Base Sipeetes, am 
sent, to the secretary Incorporated Law on 

subject of this Bill. ral will see, the point to hich I have 
directed jhis attention is of the utmost ——— solicitors. 


2, Portland-street, Southampton, April 25. 
The following is the letter referred to :— betta sabe 


‘Dear Sir,—Observing in » recent issue of the Soxicrrons’ 
fe gh pM hod et ens aan That 
sent to y 
draw your tention to one matter WAtah, fn say. Mesble qatatis, 3 
ome —— importance the GY bp 
uses oun ecmasdhenties Haein tal, think, 
by the society, and receive its 4 


| 



















Ste REE Cag eT TOO eee 


5 yon tite eae Nas 





LOS ERP a NT ee Vie ne) ee 


Mit 


ene ener, 


April 30, 1887. 








“I dear sir, 
* Yours truly, 

"8B, W. Williamson, Esq ss scihesicaiapamtan te om ng 

. > > w iety. 
_“ P.8.—I have by this post sent a copy of this letter to the editor 

of the Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL. RB. BR. L.” 
ut from the local paper enclosed are a notice for 
against estate of a deceased person signed by a firm of 


ct as ‘ ts to the executors,” and an advertisement by 

the same auctioneers describing themselves as ‘‘ valuers, house, estate, 

farm, and insurance agents, arbitrators, fire assessors, mortgage 

er Pope and stating that ‘‘ mortgages at 4} per cent. on good 
! and freehold property can always be arranged.’’) 





CONCERNING SIGNATURES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—In commenting on my letter to the Times you think I have 
stated my experience too strongly. I feel I have not stated it strongly 
I affirm that no man or woman can wndesignedly sign his or 
her name in poses hee same characters ; they must be similar, but 
cannot be the same. Nullum simile est idem. Lord Coke was aware 
of and recognized the distinction. The impossibility of identity rests 
+ na @ physical fact. The human body is not a piece of mechanism 
© s watch or steam-engine. It is an organism, fearfully and 
wonderfully made, which is kept in perpetual motion from the 
moment of the first inspiration to the last expiration, from the first 
moment of independent life to the last, be the interval what it may, 
the last syllable of recorded time. When aman or woman signs 
or her name the act is a completed act; when the attempt to sign 
on © mete an interval of time must have elapsed, during which 
organism has undergone a change, necessarily—not dependent on 
volition—a change which makes identity physically impossible, but 
necessarily, in the absence of volition to the contrary, produces simi- 
larity. Physicists have calculated that in seven years these changes 
in the organism, silent and imperceptible, produce a new body. 

I am not desirous of indulging in the luxury of a theory. Try 
yourself to write your own name twice or oftener, and see for your- 
self whether your signatures are identical. A few days ago I signed 
my name forty times consecutively to tickets for admission to the 
Botanical Gardens, of which society I am a fellow. I could not 
find two signatures exactly alike. Yesterday I signed a cheque pay- 
ahle to order, and added my signature at the back. The two signa- 
tures were not, on examination, identical. W. T. 8. DANIEL. 

51, Parade, Leamington, April 26. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


NORTH AND SOUTH-WESTERN JUNOTION RAILWAY OO. ». 
BRENTFORD UNION ASSESSMENT OOMMITTEE—O. A. No. 1, 
2st April. 


Poor Rare—Assessment or Junction Linz or Ratuway Ownzp ny OnE 
Company AND Leasep tn Perrervurry Tro Oruzrs. 


The North and South-Western Junction Railway Co. were the 
owners of a line, of about five miles in length, which connected the 
railways of the Great Western, Midland, London and South-Western, and 
and North-Western Railway Companies, with the last of which 
the North Londoc Railway Co. was in connection. By an agreement 
made in 1871 the junction company undertook to lease their line in per- 
Railway ¢ the Midland, London and North-Western, and North London 

Companies at an annual rent of £9,502. This agreement was 


confirmed by and incorporated in a private Act of Parliament. Some three 
miles of the railway within the parish of Acton, and were in the 
Brentford Union The junction company having been rated for 


this portion of their line at £3,125 gross estimated rental and £2,500 rateable 
wien eens be quarter sessions, whence the appeal was referred by 
consent to an arbitrator, who stated his award in the form of a special case 


for the of the Divisional Court. He found that if the proper principle 
AMEE Gis We take the Segy ee: ey the rail. 


com es, and to assess it accordingly on the prin- 

Sir ipdiisied, Wiis yateent ensesemons woe too nd : 
entitled to consider what a possible tenant would give for the line, he 
inferred from the evidence of the profits of the junction company prior to 
1871, the increased traffic since then, and the amount of rent paid by the 


Tee Dineen ity, that the present assessment was justified. 
Court on dao Wills, JJ.) were of opinion that the 
Sreeeeeee, ene not junction company, were liable to be rated, 
aittne taatine Ooi itd beinct eee te 

te com: ies, and m rated accordi . Th 
yon bt sear hg from this decision, and we sf 


high, if, however, he were 
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Tue (Lord Esusn, M.R., Fax and Lorzs, L.JJ.) allowed the 
— said that the utmost effect of the decisions on the rating 
of railways was that it was not wrong to rate a portion of a homogeneous 
railway worked by one y and as one line from terminus to terminus 
on the P . But it was only because no other principle 
le in such a case, and it was at best but a rough method of 


was 
assessing the rate. In this case it was clear that the individuality of the 
now 


junction company had been preserved, and the agreement, which 
the force of an Act of Parli contemplated the bility of the 
whole und being demised by the three com , with the con- 


sent of the junction company, to a tenant. A tenant was therefore 
possible, the proper method of arriving at the assessment was to con- 
sider what such a tenant would give for the line. The arbitrator had found, 
on ectly admissible evidence, that such a tenant would give an amount 
which jus this assessment.—Counsgi, Sir R. B. Webster, A.G., McIn- 
tyre, Q.C., and Cyril Dodd; Sir E. Clarke, 8.G., Meadows White, Q.C,, and 
Tyrrell Paine. Soxicrrors, Pilley ¢ Wright, for Ruston, Clarke, ¢ Ruston, 
Brentford ; Paine, Son, $ Pollock. 


REG. v. JUDGE OF THE CHELMSFORD COUNTY COURT AND 
CLARKE—O. A. No. 1, 27th April. 


Prourmition—Jupement Dest—Interest vron—Oounty Court June- 
ment—1 & 2 Vicor. c. 110, s, 17—Counry Oovurrs Act, 1846 (9 & 10 
Vicr. c. 95) ss. 94, 109, 110. 

This case raised the question whether county court judgments carry 
interest under section 17 of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110. Clarke recovered judgment 
in 1880 against one Cotton for £26 in the Ohelmsford County Court. 
Cotton died in 1886, the judgment remaining unsatisfied, and then the 
£26 was paid into court. Clarke thereupon applied for leave to add 
Cotton’s administratrix as defendant for the purpose of reviving the 
judgment, and for leave to issue execution upon the judgment for £6 in 
respect of interest. The county court j granted the application, 
Cotton’s administratrix thereupon applied for a prohibition on the ground 
that county court judgments were not within section 17 of 1 & 2 Vict. 
c. 110 and did not carry interest, and the judge had no jurisdiction to 
make the order. That section enacts that ‘‘every judgment debt shall 
carry interest at the rate of four pounds per centum per anpum from the 
time of entering a judgment until the same shall be satisfied, and 
such interest may be levied under a writ of execution on such judgment.” 
The Divisional Court (Mathew and Cave, JJ.) refused the prohibition. 

Tue Court or Appzrat allowed the appeal and granted the prohibition. 
Lord Esuer, M.R., said that before the passing of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
judgment debts did not carry interest, and the writ of j.. fa. to 
the sheriff gave him no authority to levy for interest on the judgment 
debt. 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 17, was passed to enable the sheriff to 
execute the writ of 4. fa. for more than was contained in the judg- 
ment—namely, for interest upon the judgment debt. That section did 
not make any new judgment, but it followed from it that the writ of 
Ji. fa. was altered and made to include interest on the j ent debt. 


Afterwards the present county courts were established by 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95.. 


That statute authorized county court judges to make very orders, 
very unlike ju ents at common law. Section 94 that when 
a judge should have made an order for the payment of money, execution 
ba a writ of f. fa. might issue for the amount and costs ef the execution. 

othing was said about interest. If it had been intended to include 
interest it would have been mentioned. So also sections 109 and 110 
provided that the execution should be superseded on payment of the 
debt and costs. Again, nothing was said about interest. That shewed 
that the Legislature, having knowledge of the provisions of section 17 
of 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, must have intended that the provisions of section 17 
should not apply. There was also authority on the point. In Berkeley v. 
Elderkin (1 W. R. 305, 1 E. & B, 805) it was held that an action would not 
lie on a county court judgment, on the ground that a county court judg- 
ment was essentially different from an ordinary judgment. The Legisla- 
ture had invented new rights and given new remedies, and those were the 
only remedies. County court orders or judgments were not within sec- 
tion 17, and did not carry interest, being governed solely by the County 
Court Acts. Fry and Lorkgs, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsat, 2. V. Williams ; 
Richmond. Souscrrors, Sandilands ; Peace ¢ Co. 


SCHNEIDER v. BOND—C. A. No. 2, 26th April. 
Covenant ws Restraint or Trape—Oonsrrucrion—Insuncrion. 


fourteen years, under articles which 
should be that of a ship and boat builder and engineer in all its branches, 
and all things incident thereto, In July, 1883, the was dis- 
solved by Hy eran and a deed was executed by which the defendant 
assigned all share and interest in the business to the plaintiff, and 
covenanted that he would not at any time thereafter ‘‘carry on or be 
engaged or concerned directly or Wtives Themen. or aitaio aire 


therefrom.” The defendant shortl: 
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April 30, 1389. 
of the defendant’s covenant. , J., granted an- ; of 
opinion thatthe defendant, in making al Chngs rogue fo sini 
ough not actually putting the things together, was infringing 
and meaning of the covenant. 
Tuz Court or Arpzat (Oorron, L.J., Sir J. Hannan, and Linptey, 


L.J.) held that the making and sale of maste.and and other articles 
used by shipbuilders in the building and repair of ships was a distinct 
business from that of a ship and boat builder; and they varied the order 

the defendant from 


by directing that the injunction was not to t 
carrying on the business of making and clling oar masts, blocks, and 
other articles used in shipbuilding; but they to pay 

of -the .—Oounset, Marten, Q.0., and Simmonds ; Hemming, Q.C., 
and Maidlow. Soxscrrons, J. W. Marsh; Dawes ¢ Son. 


Re SWANSTON (AN INFANT)—O.A. No. 2, 27th April. 
Inrpant—ApDVANCEMENT—JvUEISDIcTION oF Court To Cxarce Reat Esrars. 


In this case a question arose as to the power of the court to charge real 
estate of an infant for the purpose of raising a sum required for his ad- 
vancement in life, there being no power to do so contained in the will by 
which the estate was given to him. Under the will of his father th 
infant was entitled to a vested interest in real estate, subject to an 
annuity to his mother for her life. He wished tolearn farming, and to 
to Virginia for that purpose, and it was desired that he should 
apprenticed to a farmer there. His guardians applied to the court for 
authority to raise by a mortgage of the infant’s real estate a sum of £200 
to provide for the fee which would have to be paid to the farmer and for 
the infant’s outfit and passage-money. Ohitty, J., felt a difficulty in 

ting the application by reason of what was said by Cotton and Lopes, 

.JJ., in Cadman v. Cadman (33 Ch. D. 397, 30 Sotacrrors’ Journat, 687), 
where they threw some doubt upon the accuracy of the decision of James 


; 


and Mellish, L.JJ., in Re Howarth (8 Ch. 415), and he refused it. In| Raikes 


Re Howarth it was held that the court had power to c the real estate 
of an infant with the cost of his past maintenance w! had been pro- 
vided by his mother, on the ground that, if the mother were to sue the 
infant for necessaries supplied to him, a j t might be obtained by 
which his inheritance would be bound, and that the order asked for came 
substantially to the same thing. In the present case Re Howarth was 
relied on, and it was urged that judgment could be obtained at law in an 
action for money advanced for the purpose of supplying an infant with 
necessaries. And reference was made to Oo. Litt., 172a, where it is said, 
‘‘an infant may bind himself to pay for his necessary meat, drink, 
epparel. necessary physic, and such other necessaries, and likewise for 
his good teaching or instruction, whereby he may profit himself after- 
wards.”’ The appellant’s counsel asked the court, at any rate, to express 


an opinion that, if the money required should be advanced and applied there 


in the way suggested, a charge on the real estate for the amount might 
be authorized. 

Tue Court or Arpzat (Sir J. Haynen and Linpiey, L.J.) affirmed the 
decision. Sir J. Hannen thought that the court was not in a position to 
make the order asked, which would no doubt be a very reasonable thing 
to do if there was power to doit. It —— be that if the money hed been 
actually advanced and applied in providing the infant with necessaries, 
the order could be made, but, ha regard to what had been said, that 


might not be the opinion of the court before which the application might 
come. In his lordship’s opinion Re Howarth was a decision on 
the court. Livpiey, L.J., was satisfied that the order asked for not 


be made, and he thought that the court ought not to express a hypothe- 
tical opinion. In his opinion the decision in Re Howarth was right. There 
the sum charged was for past maintenance of the infant. P ag ng 
case was not like that, and might never be like it.—Counsg1, BE. Bray. 
Soxicrrorns, Warrens. 

Re ANGLO-MONTANA MINING CO. (LIM.)—Ohitty, J., 22nd April. 
Practice—Oompany—Winpinc Urp—Cross-ExamMinaTion oF WITNESSES— 
Procegpines Berore Examiner—Leave To ATTEND. 

In this case, a petition having been presented by a shareholder to wind 
up the company, and the petitioner having m for the cross-examina- 
tion before the examiner of di ents on both sides, an a ion was 
made by two shareholders, who had not been served notice of 
motion, for leave to attend the proceedings before the examiner at their 


own expense, and without taking any part therein. It was objected on 
behalf of the company that the litigation was between competent es, 


and also that, as the applicants had instituted —— the 
company in respect of alleged mistepresentations in its the in- 
ference was that they desired, for the oses of such , to make 
use of any information they could get by attending in the 

Ourrry, J., declined tc accede to the applicant,’ . that 
they were not served with notice of the motion, al ab that it was 
open to them to obtain any information as to the result the cross- 
examination from the petitioner’s solicitor. He made an order in the 


terms of the notice of the motion, u the 6 und to 
use due diligence.—Oounss1, ‘Base, 0. Grosvenor ween wits. 
horne, Q.0., Seward Brice, Q.O., and Emden ; Eustace Smith. Soxrtcrrons, 
M. Abrahams, Son, § Co. ; Langton ¢ Son ; Nuree, Howitt, ¢ Farman. 


Re NEATH HARBOUR SMELTING AND ROLLING WORKS (LIM.) 
—Chitty, J., 20th April. 

Company—Winpinec Up—Oowrracrs Pznpme Prrrmon—Lissmrrxy or 

Diazctors—Compantes Acr, 1862, ss. 163, 165, 


In this case an application, stated to be under the Companies Act, 1862, 
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Re THE DISTRICT BANK OF LONDON—North, J., 23rd April. 
Comrpany—Winvine-vp Prrrrion—WitaprawaL BY Peritionsn—OCosts, 
The quedinn ts ds sat bee pag ve She wih ttewl of 9 Wie 
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oe on a ought to be allowed him. And it 
was urged under the old practice, the second petitioner wculd not, 
on presenting his petition, have been informed of the presentation of any 


' Norrn, J., said that it was immaterial how a petitioner obtained mfor- 


mation of a previous tion before he presented his own. The second 
petition was presented deliberately after notice of the first, and the 
petitioner must take the consequence of what he had done. His petition 


must be dismissed with costs as against the company, who alone appeared 
on it:—CounsxL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.0., and Oswald; Napier Higgins, Q.C., 
and Hatfield Green; Dunham ; Pochin. So.tcrrors, Hulbert ; Pitman § 
Sons ; Miller ¢ Miller ; Burchell. 


NEAL v. BARRETT—North, J., 25th April. 


R. 8. C., 1883, XVI., 46—Dezarx or Pantry—Want or Lecat Psrsonat 
RESENTATIVE—APPOINTMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE BY CovuRT. 


In this case the question arose whether a person who had, under rule 46 
of order 16, been ted to represent, for the purposes of the action, 
the estate of a deceased defendant, who had no legal personal representa- 
tive, ought to be made a defendunt in the action. Rule 46 provides that 
“if in any cause, matter, or other panies S shall appear to the court 
a Tesee Het any deceased person who was interested in the matter in 
question no legal representative, the court or judge may pro- 
ceed in the absence of any person representing the estate of the deceased 
person, or may appoint some person to represent his estate for all pur- 
poses of the cause, matter, or other proceeding, on such notice to such 
ey any, as the court or judge shall think fit, either specially or 

by public advertisement, and the order so made, and any order 
consequent thereon, shall bind the estate of the deceased person in the 
same manner in every res as if a duly-constituted legal personal 
representative of the deceased had been a party to the cause, matter, or 
ee The action was for the foreclosure of a mortgage of real 
estate, was brought by a first mortgagee against the mortgagor and 
the second a The second mortgagee did not ap to the 
writ ; judgment for foreclosure was given, and the chief clerk made his 
certificate. After this, but before the time fixed for redemption had expired, 
mortgagee died. He had no legal personal representative. On 
the 5th of February the plaintiff obtained an order appointing the widow 
of the second mortgagee to represent his estate for the purposes of the 
action. The order was to be served on the widow, and it directed that 
she and the other defendant should, in default of payment, be foreclosed 
at the expiration of the od fixed for redemption. 
ly, and the plaintiff afterwards obtained an absolute 
e registrar declined to draw up the order, 
because the widow had not been added as a defendant to the action, and 
was mentioned to the court. 

ortH, J., directed the order to be drawn up without adding the widow 

as a defendant.—Counsz, J. F. Waggett. Soricrrons, Hicks § Son. 


Hi 


Re HENDERSON, NOUVIOU vo. FREEMAN—North, J., 21st April. 


Parvatz Inrzenationat Law —Foreicn JupaMent—Enrorcine By ENGiIsH 
Oovrr. 


The question m this case was whether a judgment, which had been 
obtained a testator in a —_ Court, was of such a nature as to 
give a cause of action in an English Court. The Spanish judgment 
‘was in respect of unpaid instalments of the purchase-money of some 
mines in Spain, which been conveyed to the testator, the purchase- 
that 


i 


being payable in instalments. The vendor was the plaintiff; the 

were the executors of the testator. The defendants pleaded 

the Spanish judgment was not a final judgment, and that it did not 
afford a good cause of action, and they also delivered a counter-claim, 
that the sale to the testator was induced by fraudulent mis- 
representation, and claiming repayment of the excess of the instal- 
the purchase-money already paid over the real value of the 
issue was directed to try the question whether (indepen- 
uestion of fraud) an action would lie on the Spanish judg- 
to the evidence there are two kinds of judgment in the 
Courts; the one being called ‘‘ summary,” “ executive,’ or “‘re- 
other “‘ plenary,” declaratory,” or ‘‘ordinary.”” The judg- 

tiff sued was of the former kind. The testator 
| from it, but had never prosecuted the appeal, 
more than two years after the date of the judg- 


the action could be maintained. He said that, 
the law of Spain, as disclosed by the evidence, proceedings 
” or ‘‘executive,’’ and ‘‘ plenary,” also 
.”? The object of the former was to 
to enforce their claims by short and expedi- 
determined conditions existed. It was dictated 
in this country authorized summary applications 
the exchange, eg pee under order 14 in — 
Act—viz., ency of providing a prompt and ready 
in commercial cases, and frustrating the attempts at debtors to 
postpone by frivolous and fictitious defences and protracted 
the of their just debts. This ‘‘ summary” procedure 
it be to in numerous cases, and even with respect to im- 
movable mary Pros cases where a debt was moms to 
exist an gmen ore a competent judge, or an 
ecco executed by the debtor; and it mt disputed that 
it to pay contained m the purchase deed was a sufficient 
proceedings. To deal properly with the defence that, 
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basis for summary 





as a “‘remate”’ jud ant Sn s-ommenary guecenting wsleie teense oy 
a plenary Saanenlt tee totuat ont not final and conclusive — 
and, therefore, did not constitute a cause of action bere, 


it was necessary to consider upon what princi the courts 
of this country enforced the judgments of f courts. In 
Schibsby v. Westenholz (6 Q. B. 155), Blackburn, J., said (p. 159) :— 
“It is unn t again what we have already in Godard 


ecessary to repea 0 
v. Gray (6 Q. B. 139). We think that, for the reasons there given, 
the true principle on which the judgments of foreign tribunals are en- 
forced in England is that stated by Mr. Baron Parke in Russell v. Snyth 
(9 M. & W. 819), and again repeatea by him in Williams v. Jones (13 M. & 
W. 633), that the judgment of a court of competent Fe gpa over the 
defendant im a duty or obligation on the defendant to pay the sum 
for which jolenans is given, which the courts in this country are bound 
to enforce ; and consequently that anything which negatives that duty, 
or forms a excuse for not performing it, is a defence to the action.” 
These cases clearly stated the principle in a way which was ep upon 
him, notwithstanding the doubt thrown out by Lord Coleridge, C.J., in 
Abouloff v. Oppenheimer (10 Q. B. D. 300) as to whether the ciple was 
accurately stated there. The jurisdiction of the Spanish courts over the 
testator mm the summary proceeding being clear and not in dispute, did 
the “‘remate”’ judgment impose upon him a duty or obligation to 
the sum adjudicated to be due? His lordship was of opinion that it bird 
and did therefore give a right or create a caure of action, though it, no 
doubt, left it open to the defendants to set up by way of defence any- 
thing which negatived the existence of such duty or obligation or excused 
them from the performance of it. That, however, was immaterial for 
the present purpose, and he had to decide merely whether the 
action would lie —not whether it could be successfully defended. 
His lordship held that the ‘‘summary’”’ or ‘‘remate’’ judgment did im- 
a duty or obligation on the testator to pay the sums for which 
judgment was given, unless he could negative the existence of such 
obligation or establish some legal excuse for not performing it; and did 
therefore give a good cause of action. His lordship did not see how he 
could come to an opposite conclusion without holding that no judgment 
of any court of common law before the Judicature Acts could have been 
final, as any such judgment might have been rendered of no effect y a 
decree of a court of equity sta: all B greys under it. Whether 
the testator and his executors, who had for thirteen years retained the 
mines without taking any proceedings to set aside the deed, and who did 
not seek to rescind the contract, but merely to have the purchase-money 
reduced, were entitled to succeed was a question for the trial. It would 
be unfortunate for the plaintiff if they could, for he, having relied on his 
judgment, had allowed the time to elapse within which he could bring an 
action on the ~— contract, and the statute would now be a bar to 
such an action. lordship was glad to be able to see his way to 
holding the Spanish judgment to give a A ape cause of action, as it 
appeared from the evidence that the Spanish courts carried into effect 
the judgments of those countries only which gave effect to prior judgments 
issuing from Spanish courts.—CounseL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and Yate 
Lee; Kenelm E. Digby and Davenport. Soricrrors, Bwhank § Partington ; 
Freeman § Bothamley. 


Re SMITH, CLEMENTS v. WARD—Stirling, J., 21st April. 


Wut—Beavest ror THe Errcrion or A Cnurnch—Marrrep Woman— 
Mortman Act (9 Gzo. 2, c. 36)—43 Gao. 3, c. 108—Manrrep Women’s 
Prorgrty Act, 1882. 

In this case the question arose whether the disability of married women 
to make charitable bequests under 43 Geo. 3, c. 108, had been removed 
by section 1, sub-section 1, of the Married Women’s ty Act, 1882. 
By 43 Geo. 3, c. 108, it is provided that any person may, by will executed 
three months before death, vest in any person or persons land not 
exceeding five acres, or goods or chattels not exceeding £500 for or towards 
erecting or building any church in which the rites of the Church of 
England are observed. And the Act contains a proviso that nothing 
therein contained shall extend to enable a married woman, without her 
husband, to make such a bequest. The testatrix in this case was a 
woman married before 1870, who predeceased her husband. me 4 her 
will she bequeathed £200 to the vicar and churchwardens of St. John’s 
yy Mpeg to " — by ~— in the erection Dade gre church, 
and to out of such part of her property as legally 
bequeathed for charitable p' An order had been made at 
chambers declaring this 1 to be invalid, and the vicar and church- 
wardens now moved to that order. It was contended that the 
effect of the above-stated proviso was removed by section 1, sub-section 
1, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, w enabled a married 


woman to of her p as though she were a feme sole. 

caguied tn 3 held tnd gts val, "Th of Gong Lin 
an exce| upon the w m did not 

eer cae Scan ae ee 8. Married 


women, therefore, remained subject to the Mortmain Act. If the gf 
were valid it could only be because the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, had partially repealed the Mortmain Act. It had not done so 
expressly, nor, in his lordship’s opinion, had it done so by implication, 
for (1) it contained no mention of or reference to the Mortmain Act, and 
(2) the repeal of the Mortmain Act was not necessary in order io 
give full effect to the of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882. The motion was, therefore, refused.—Counszt, infen Eady ; 
Pearson, QC., and Bardswell; Phipson Beale § Minchin. LICITORS, 
Taylor, Hoare, Taylor, § Bere, for Horton, Lee, §¢ Lee, Birmingham; Letts 
Brothers, for J. H. Baker, Birmingham; Beale ¢ 0o., for Beale ¢ 0., 
Birmingham 
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i WINTER v. BAKER—Kekewich, J., 22nd April. 
Insuncrion—Nvisance—Oroan Prayrne—Lriasrmiry or Lessor axp 
Lassen. 
This action raised two questio: 1) Whether the 
brass bands, o , &2., created a n ce W) 
injunction ? and (2) whether the lessor of the person who 


ing of certain 
be restrained by 
put these instru- 
ments and other means of noise into operation was properly joined as a 
defendant? The plaintiff, S. Winter, occupied a house in 's-road, 
Brentwood, Essex; the defendants were B. Baker, who owned some 
model lodgings with a yard behind them where the nuisance took 
place, and his weekly tenant, W. Davies. The action an injunc- 
tion against the defendants to restrain them from using the yard for the 
purposes of shows, steam circuses, organs, swings, ts, rifle- 
shooting galleries, or other sports or entertainments whereby a nuisance 
might be occasioned to the annoyance of the plaintiff. Davies had not 
aout appearance, and the plaintiff moved for judgment against him 
n defa 

Kexewicu, J., said there were two questions, one of fact, whether there 
had — , yo the es ope whether bn a Baker ") 
responsible. e gs comp! of were (1) shoo’ galleries, 
swings, (3) a roundabout with an o: (4) the collection of crowds more 
or less disorderly. The law was well established, and was laid down with 
reference to these matters in Waiker v. Brewster (5 Eq. 25), Soltau v. De Held 
(2 Sim. N. 8. 133), and Walter v. Selfe (4 De G. & Sm. 315). A deal 
of time would be saved if parties would take the trouble to consider that 
what might possibly influence a jury had no effect on a judge. He must 
protest against the notion that a judge could not act on the general know- 
ledge and experience which he had acquired in a somewhat active life, 
and he thought he was bound to give suitors the benefit of the knowledge. 
Approaching the case, not only with a knowledge of what he had heard 
in evidence, but with a general knowledge of what occurred in 
he must point out that shooting, if y conducted, 
nuisance itself, but it might have conduced to bring 
together, and evidence had quite rightly been led with reference to it. 
There was no evidence of from the shooting or else the case would 
have fallen within Soltau v. De Held (ubi supra). But the band and the organ, 
which had twenty-seven trumpets, which were to Ae from six 
every evening, did create a nuisance, that was to say it interfered with 
ordinary comfort of the neighbours, people who were not fastidious or 
over-sensitive, and only wanted to live like ordinary English oe. 
There would be an injunction against Davies. Then was Baker ble? 
A plaintiff injured by a tort might join as defendants to his action, all 
persons whom he could shew to be participes criminis: see Rich v. Baster 
field (4 O. B. 783) and White v. James (18 " . A man was not in 
general liable for nuisances committed by tenant, but Baker was a 
party to the nuisance, as he had let the yard knowing it was to be used 
1or these shows, and after it had been let for one week he had let it 
again, knowing well what had been done ip themeantime. An injunc- 
tion would go against Baker too; both defendants liable for the 
costs.—CounsgEL, Warmington, Q.C., and Beddall; Forbes, Q.C., and 
Swinfen Eady. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS, 
WARD v. MARSHALL—Q. B. Div., 27th April. 
Privitecep Communications—Soxicrror’s Diary. 


This action was on a bill of exchange drawn by one Scales upon and ac- 
cepted by the defendant and endorsed by Scales to Ward, plaintiff, 
a solicitor. The defendant pleaded, in that he had been 
defrauded out of the bill by Scales and that the tiff Ward had taken 
it without consideration or value. The defendant had administered 
interrogatories to the plaintiff, in answer to which the plaintiff had stated 
that he had taken the bill in payment of a bill of costs which Scales owed 
him, Then the defendant desired to obtain production of Ward’s pro- 
fessional diary for the purpose of inspecting entries as to business with 


Scales, but the disclosure was resisted on the of the privilege 
attaching to professional confidence, the entries minutes of com- 
between Ward and his client. The question was whether 


m 
production of the any should be enforced. 

Lord Corzriner, O.J., said he was of opinion that Ward could not be 
compelled to shew the entries in his diary relating to professional business 
transacted between him and his client. The entries were, in fact, records 
of professional communications between them, and were to be dealt 
on the same principle as if the solicitor was asked in cross-examination 
state conversations between him and his client. He was of 
he could not be asked in the witness box to disclose such 
It did not follow that because the solicitor himself disclosed 
he was acting for Scales, as his solicitor, these communicatio 
disclosed. ere was no suggestion of a corrupt connection 
client and the solicitor or that the confidence was created with a 
motive as in Reg.v. Cox (33 W. R. 396), Ifit had been so then that case 

ve applied, but it was not so in the present case. Then the 
rule of law that communications between a solicitor and 
in professi confidence could not be disclosed. It was 
tended to conceal the truth, but that was always the effect of 
and as Lord Justice Knight Bruce once said ‘‘Trath may cost 
if the disclosure disturbs the confidential relations of life and 
them suspicion and distrust”: Pearse v. Pearse (1 De G. & 
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Surrx,J., concurred. The defendant, he said, desired to 
the statement of Ward, the plamtiff, that he took the bill from 











OBITUARY. 


The Right Hon. Sir Joun Mutton, Kat., 
Queen’s Bench Di died at his 
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APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Wiii1am Hawny Kisney, Q.0., Queen’s Advocate for 
Chairman of Quarter 


and Louth, 
Deblie in 1868, and: be Deveaae, pwc g Mave a8 
a 8 

ied on the North-Kast Orel ade was appointed Queen's Advo- 
cate ° 


B 


Mr. Oxarues 
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__ April 36, 1887. 








Joux Hansurr Warp, solicitor, of Harwich, has been 
ik to the Ramecy School Board. Mr. Ward is town clerk 
agh of Harwich. He was admitted a solicitor in 1882. 

Mr. Ropenr Parren Avams, Solicitor-General of Tasmania, has been 
appointed a Puisne Judge of the Supreme Court of that colony. Mr. 
Justice Adams is the third son of Mr. James White Adams, of Martock, 
Somersetshire, and was born in 1831. He was called to the bar at the 
eae in Easter Term, 1854, and he has been Solicitor-General of 


PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


Jamzs Lonp Moone and Tuomas Wuatizy Mixx, solicitors (Moore & 
Millar), of 32, St. Ann-street, Manchester. April 16. 
[ Gazette, April 26. ] 





GENERAI, 


We are desired to state that Mr. J. Harcourt Smith, law costs drafts- 
man and Jaw partnership agent, of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane, has never 
been connected in any way whatever with the Joseph Smith, assuming the 
name of Harcourt and signing his name J. Harcourt Smith, charged 
before the Lord Mayor with uttering a forged deed. 


Mr. Baron Huddleston, at the Gloucester Assizes, complained of the 
eondition of the court, which, he said, was one of the worst he had ever 
been in. He noticed that something was being done towards improving 
the accommodation of the prisoners awaiting trial, and he hoped con- 
F would, as soon as possible, be extended to her Majesty’s 


At the Winchester Assizes, on Monday, Mr. Justice Denman alluded to 
complaints from the Home Office as to the inadequate cell accommodation 
for prisoners a trial. He had inspected the cells at Winchester, 
and asserted if 


that land were searched over more humane and com- 


atrangements for prisoners could not be found. His lordshi 

added that a council of judges had unanimously agreed that ae 

criminal assizes were sufficient, and that this would be the last time the 

oe ee ty juries of Hampshire would be inconvenienced by trying 
prisoners 


other counties. 
Justice Kay, on coming into court on Saturday morning last, said 
he had just received a letter from the junior counsel in the De 
Tourville case, stating in effect that the affidavit of the solicitor, which 
alleged that the pe ppemenee of the knowledge that the infant De 
Tourville was alive had been by his advice, was false, and requesting the 
ge to allow the case to be put in the paper again that he might have 
an cen of denying the fact on affidavit. Having read the letter, 
p said it was very embarrassing to a judge to receive letters of 
kind, and that the course he always followed was at once to make 
public. Every facility would always be given to everyone 
to clear his character from an imputation upon it, especially 
a member of the bar, if a proper proceeding for that purpose was taken, 
write such a letter to a judge at his private address was not a pro- 
proceeding for such a purpose. With regard to this matter, the 
letters have i 
** Brigham's Trusts—Re De Tourville. 
‘*45, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, April 25, 1887. 

‘* Dear Sir,—In the letter you wrote to Mr. Justice Kay in this matter 
first refer to the affidavit of Mr. Lea (the managing clerk of Messrs. 
eston, Grover, & Lees, the Manchester solicitors), but subsequently you 
refer to the solicitors in the case, and you say ‘ but the affidavits filed are, 
so far as relate to the alleged advice given by me as to the production 

of Dr 0’ *s letter, entirely false.’ 
**We shall be glad to know from you without delay whether you 
intended to limit your — of falsity to Messrs. Weston, Grover, & 
toad » Mr. Lea), or whether you also include us 
agents); and in the latter case we shall further be glad to 
the numbers of the paragraphs in our affidavit which you allege to 
‘We write this on our own account only, and as the above statement 
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affecting us has been published, we reserve the right of publishing this 
letter, and your reply hereto, remaining “Yours faithfully, 


** Botton, Rozrsins, Busx, & Co. 
_ “J. H. Slater, Esq., 3, Plowden-buildings, Temple, E.C.”’ 
** Re De Tourville. 
**3, Plowden-buildings, Temple, April 26, 1887. 
“Dear Sirs,—I have to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
Aa Mager in reply beg to state the remarks contained in the 
which you refer had no reference to the affidavit filed 
by your firm. 


“* Yours faithfull 
“Messrs, Bolton, Robbins, Busk, & Oo., solicitors.’’ 


y> 
** J. Hexsert Siarer. 








WARNING TO ING Housk PURCHASERS AND LESSEES.—Bef pesshoatn 
ex n The Sanivary 1 & Ventilation Oo. wghiy examin W. an 
minster Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—{ ADVI. 


Roamay @ Oracay’ SysTEm; No Deposit; 1,2, ar 3 years credit ; 
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eee, pe Ome 0 Goods delivered tree.—[ADvn. pa 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT ‘OF JUDICATURKE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 








Date. AppEaL CournT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
’ No. 1. No. 2. Kay. . 
Mon., May 2 Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh Mr. King Mr. Leach 
i) ca ee! ee ee 
e: n 
Thursday ¥ 5 Lavie Botl Ward Godfrey 
Friday ...... 6 Beal +o King Leach 
Saturday... 7 Pugh B Ward Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norrta. STIRLING. CH. 
Monday, May ............ 2 Mr. Koe Mr. Lavie Mr. Clowes 
Tuesday , 8 Jackson BR nm 
Wednesday 4 oe Lavie Clowes 
on aw Jackson Carrington Pemberton 
Friday He Koe Lavie Clowes 
Saturday ....... oe Jackson Carrington Pemberton 








COURT OF APPEAL. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1887. 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 


In re the Oxford Building and Investment Cold and Co’s Acta app of Jason, 
Saunders & Co from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 24 Jan 188; Ja: 25 
In re John Smith, dec Smith v Daniell app of vit from judgt of Mr Justice 
Kekewich (sitting for Mr Justice Key), dated 8 Feb, 1887 Feb 28 
Bavkes v. Small app of dft from jadgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, deted 11 Jan 
1887 March 3 ; 
“y 


1887. 
Thomas Weldhen v Scattergood app of dft Alice Scattergood from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stirling, dated 24 July, 1886 March 9 (Security ordered March 23) 
J W Weldhen v Scattergood app of dft Alics Soattergood from judgt of Mr 
Justice Stirling, dated 24 July, 1886 March 9 A agree | ordered March 23) 
Cavendish v Cavendish app of pit trom judgt of Mr Justice North, dated 1 Feb- 
farm yo mt Debalt, & fro tM 
Seguin v Daugars (on b , &o) ot dftGG Daugars from judgt o r 
vustice Kekewich, dated 4 Feb 1887 Maroh 12 

In re R D D Dnaffield, deo Masters v Tabrum app of dft Brownson from order 
os rs Z ustice Kay, dated 16 Feb, 1887, refusing allowance of maintenance 
Mare 

In reG W Marrett, dec Chalmers v Wingfield app of plt from refasal of Mr 
Just-ce Stirling to vary Chief Clerk’s certificate, cated St Feb, 1887 March 14 

Towgond, trading as Towgood Brosv A Pirie & Sons app of plt from order of 
Mr ea Chitty, dated 4 Feb, 1887, on motn treated as trial of action 
Marc 

In re Towgood’s Trade Mark No. 49,305, registered by Towgood Bros and Pateate, 
&c, Act, 1883 app of Alfred Towgood from order of Mr Justice Chitty, dated 
4 Feb, directing removal of trade mark from — March 17 

Taibot v Talbot of J L Frere from order o 
petition March 

Sheppard, on behalf, &o, v The Scinde, Punjaub, & Delhi Ry Co app of pits 
from jndgt of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated 16 Feb, 1887 March 23 

In re '' J Coward, dec Coward v Larkman (construction) app of dftC M 
Larkman from judgt ot Mr Justice Kay, dated 19 Feb, 1887 March 23 

In re Tyringham’s Marriage Settlement Markby v Tyringham aop of dft W F 
oem & anr from order of Mr Justice Ksy, dated 22 Feb, 1887, on sumns 

Cubb & Co vy Woodward app of Thomas Foat from refusal of Mr Justice Stirling 
to bee Sere Clerk’s Certificate, dated 4 March, 1887 March 25 

Barr v Wimbledon Loca! Board app of dfts from judgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated 4 Marob, 1887 March 25 

Humpherson v Syer app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 7 
March, 1887 March 26 

In re Ro Stewart, dec Clarke, Bart v Sandford app of F Sandford & aur 
from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated 1 March, 1887 saarch 26 

In re Thos Clarke, dec Coombe v Carter app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice 

eu: dated 26 February, 1887 March 29 
wnee hy Wiltshire app of pit from jadgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 2 

» 1887 March 2 


In re E M Machen, dec Hogarth v Machan spp of plt M A Robson from re- 
eer Justice North to vary Chief Cierk’s Certificate, dated 3 Feb, 1887 
dade s Bodd app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated 23 March, 1887 


Brough & anr (on behalf, &0) vy Dando, trading, &¢ app of T V Gurney from 
ee 5 fed : pete Chitty to vary Chief Clerk’s Certificate, dated 10 March, 
Davies Bros & Co v Davies app of dft from jdgt of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
14 March, 1887 April 2 
In re R C Leigh, late an Infant, now of age, and Infants’ Settlement Act, 18 & 
19 Vict c 43 pe hy = app of dft R C gon ae order of Mr Justice 
Kay, dated 1 April, 1887, directing Settlement on Marriage April 4 
ee a nee app of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice 


ekewiob, dated 13 Jan, 1887 
ranklin Hockio app of dft from jdgt of Mr 


ing & Cold y Hi 
Justice Kekewich, dated 6 April, 1887 April 
Bird v Andrew app of pit from jdgt of Mr Justice Kay, dated 7 March, 1887 
In re Fi "s Settled vy White app of pit from order of 


Estates 
Mr Justice North, dated 21 March, 1887 April 13 


Appeals from the County Palatine Court of Lancaster. 
From Interlocutory Orders, 


1886. 
In re Thos Etty, Gent, one, &o, and In re Toxteth Brewery Co & Co's Acts 


Mr Justice Chitty, dismissing © 
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Wilson v The Miles Platting Permanent Benefit Banana Sn app of pit 
from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 25 March, 1886 Oct 23 (8 O 4 Order) 

Hinchliffe v Sheridan & ore app of dft Sheridan from jdgt of the Vice-Chancellor 
dated 16 August, 1886 Dec 16 _ 


~—_* pent app of pits from order of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 29 Oct, 
an 

vane oe app of plt from jadgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 11 Jan, 

‘eb 

Knowles v Heathcote of pit from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
24 Jan, 1887 Feb2s ‘ : 

i v Desnle, 109 of plt from judgt of the Vice-Chaneellor, dated 28 Feb, 

Proctor vy Bennis & ors app of dft Edward Bennis from judgt of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor, dated 28 Feb, 1887 April 4 

In re Old Swan and West Derby Permanent Bldg Soo & Co's Acts 1862-7, Wm 
IV o 32, Land Acts 1854 app of W Evatt from order of the Vice-Chancellor, 


dated 14 March, diem petition be ay 4 
Dome = app of pit from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor, dated 28 Feb, 


N.B.—The County Palatine Appeals as the dates of setting down are reached in 
the General and Separate Lists are ect aside and taken on the first Thursday 
in every Sitting, and afterwards on the first Thursday in the following th 
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during the Sittings. 


N.B.—During Easter Sittings Palatine Appeals (if any reached) will be takea 
on the following daye, viz :— 
Thuredey, April 21st. 
Thursday, May 5th, 


From Orders made on Interlocutory Motions in the Chancery Division. 
Separate List. 
1887. 


Banister v Clift app of plt from Mr Justice A L Smith sitting as Vacation J 
refusing to appoint receiver (S$ O till judgment in Q B action—restored 


order 

In reSomerville, dec Downes v Somerville app of dft from order of Mr Justice 
Kay, iy Jan 28, directing payment of interest on balances March 21 (8 O 
genera’ 

lo-American Brush Electric Light Corpn,ld v R E Crompton & Co app of 

dfts from order of Mr Justice Kay, dated March 16, for commission to the 
United States March 25 

Harvey v Dougherty app of dfte from refusal of Mr Justice Kay, dated 
March 25, to set aside service of writin Ireland April 1 

O’Dowd v Griggs (originating sumns) app of pit from order of Mr Justice North, 
dated 14, dismissing summons tv re-open accounts 6 

Linwood v Andrews app of dft from orders of Mr Justice » dated Jan 21, 
Feb 4and Aprill April 7 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH AND PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND 
ADMIRALTY (ADMIRALTY) DIVISIONS. 


James v Bishop app of deft from jadgt of Mr Justice Wills at trial at Cardiff 
without s jury March 21 

Guardians of Poor of Worcester Union v Guardians of Poor of Parish of Bir- 
mingham (Q B Crown Side) app of Worcester Guardians from Justices A L 
—— Grantham affirming order of Justices on special case from Sessions 


22 

Crears v Burnyeat, the yo (Exor) &anr app of pit from order of Justices 
Day and Wills asthe verdict and judge as Wal nection tried by Mr 
Justice A L Smith at Carlisle witha jury March 

Roe v The Matual Loan Fund Association, 1d app of deft from judgt of Baron 
Pollock at trial in Middlesex March 24 , 

Wm get Rg &c, of Borough of Swansea app of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice at trial at Swansea without a jury March 26 

Baker vy McGeorge & ors app of plt from jadgt of Baron Pollock at trial ia 
Middlesex without a jury March 28 

WCD Esdaile & aur v Arsessment Committee of the City of London Union 
(Q B Crown Side) cn 8 Ny London Union from Jastices Mathew and 
Cave affirming order of General Assessment Sessions March 29 

Lesa v Facey oul of ps fone Jete of Mr Justice Wills at trial at Monmouth 


The Adsiph Beak, la, The Halifax Sugar Refining Vo, ld of from 

i d,v ax Y ¢ 

J ated Day and Wills directing entry of Sedgt for dete—ason ay by Mr 
Jastice Cave at Liverpool with a jury March 31 

The Glamorgenshire Banking Co, id, v Angel & Co & 
defts from j of Baron Pollock at trial in Middlesex 

Hamer v James & anr app - from judgt of Lord Justice Lopes at trial in 
Middlesex with ajury April 

gies Oe ae of defte from judgt of Mr Justice Stephen at trial in Mid- 

ex 

Jones & anr v Williams, Gittens, & anr (garnishees) of defts from judgt 

of Mr MeLntyre Q.C. sitting as Cocmiasioner afte tial at Welunpenl 
pr 

The Mayor, &o, of the Company of Merchants of the Staple of Englahd v Bank 
Of Bavlasd egp of ples fom order of Juation Deg ant Wile on mila ite 
trial before Baron Pollock reserving leave to move to enter judgt The Mayor 
&c of the Staple of England v The Bank of England app of 

of aft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bide) 





& Co app of. 
































Ship General Pel (damage) Owners of the St Elmo and her cargo v Netherlands 
ite Sina Navigon Oo app of dite from jdgt of dated 
an 
Ship Sardini JT & ors v Owners of the Sardinian app 
emmy yy pry 
pg pa eg Be my 
887 Feb 16 a! 


1 : 
Banshee (damage of Dublin Steam Packet Co v London & N W as 
Be crnes ot Banshee) app of pla fram Jags Mr Justicn Batt, dated re . SS. 


25, 1887 
Dragoman (damage) Workman & Owners of the D & freight 
ani en trons Jagt of Mr Fustion Bats, dated Feb 18, 1887 March 28 











For Hearing. 
1887. 

In re Betts & Block Expte H J Block from Mr Registrar Hazlitt 

InreJ EF Aylmer Rupte HL from Mr Registrar Hazlitt 

In re HW Benuclerk | Mxpte HW Besuslesk oge from receiving order made 

In ro Hotere xpte W Willame app from receiving order made by Mr Regis- 

Inve Caldaell “Rxpte J Caldwell . : 
ea Bele & : ' 

re 


























east 


: 


Crass, Bournemouth, Architect. May 16. Re Creeke’s 
vr peepee : 


ia 








; 
4 
; 
z 
: 
¥ 
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nk a Apel 3 Ord THomas Hewey, Rotherham, Yorks, Pork Butcher. Sheffield. Pet 
WINDING UP NOTICES. snip, CHARLES FAkpuntox, Southeee, Surgeon. Portsmouth. Pet Apel! 1 


London Gagette.—FRrrway, April 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lim1TED In CHANCERY. 
Poyrrnorre Cotsrery Co, Luaren.—Stirling. J., has fixed Paredey, May 3, at 
19, at his yy Ae * of an official liquidato 
i oe ee Cope, Luo«rep.—Petn for Gaiine up, presented 
oan eetas be beard before North. J., on Saturday. April 30. Gregory 
lord row. raped 5 for Hill & Oo, Liverpool. solors for petner 
Esse Srippons, Lrairen. —Petn for winding up, presented April 19, 
to Son 4 heard before yf J., on wong pS Apri 30. Tucker & Lake, 
Birveted te be heard before Chi: lor Wragge Birmingham, solors for 


Pungavs anp CasnHmERE Carpet Co. LimrTep.—Chi tty, J., has fixed Gatavdey, 
April 90, at 1 at 12, at his chambers, for the ap, ointment of an ‘official liquida’ 


Counry PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
Lnarep 1s CHANCERY. 


Trow Worxs an order of the court, dated March 22, 
it was roret that the voluntary winding © ot the company be continued. 
‘Addleshr w & Warburton, Manchester, ockors nr cotnens 

LANCASHIRE. Hovss Owners’ InvesTMENT Co, e Vice-Chancellor 
me fixed tal Honldeton 8, at 12, at 9, Couk st, Livecpoei, i “the appointment 


an official 
Srixnina Co. or Droyispen. Loarep.—By an order of the court, 
dated March 22. it was coticeh that the volun’ winding up of the company 


be continued. Addleshaw and Warburton, M , solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Saxcruazmy Hzart anp Hawnp, Black Lion Hotel, Middlesboroush, York. 


April 18 ‘ 
London Gasette.—TUEsDay, April 26. 
JVUINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lu1TeD In CHANCERY. 
FiixTsHirE O11 AND CANNEL &, Laan Fon for wind up. presented 
April 3 directed to be North, J., on Saturday, May 7. Gregory 


heard bef 
Bedford row, for Hill & & Co, Livernool. solors for petner 
Nanionat A a ereaeden Mast, Co, —Petn for winding up, presen 
at Bon, Bt Beith to be heard proere North, J., on Saturday, May 7. Rarber 
8t Swithin’s lane. solors for Fa megs 
Wo, Lnargp.—Stirling. J., has, La an order dated Feb 25, 


ene on ‘oung, 41, Coleman st, to be official liquidator 
County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Star BLEACHING —Petn for vias Up. presented April 25, 


Co, Lure. 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Chancellor, at St George’s Hall, Liver- 
pool, on Tuesday, May 10. Leigh, Manchester, ciate petner 


ye a SOCIETIES oer 


ours and District Co-0' Ive Society, Lim1tTep, Louth, Lincoln. he 19 
st Wipows’ Horse Lopes. Branch of the Independent Order of meet Fellows, 
¢ Unity, Yorkshire Grey Inn, Stevenage, Hertford. April 20 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—FRipay, April 8. 
v 
Brrp, a ome, Fu'ham, Gent. May 16. Stuart v Bird, Stirling, J. 


Saran, Tanaceon Piccaclil Frenne - re May 9. James v 
. Godfray, Fine 


go ovo Gazette. iP mentee my 15. 

Oreek, Stirling, J. James Druitt, Bournemouth 

London Gaszette.—TuxEspaY, April 19. 

vO ee Gent. May 7. 

Hannere, Laveen Fens, Lemvatt, Somerset, y Harding v 

2 ma Gasette.—FRIDAY, April 22. 
Ey yy gam, Pincot, Brickmeker. June 1, Eastwood & Co. v 

Tyne. May 16. Surtees v Waller, Kay, J. 
ne 


ewcastle upon 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FR1DaY, April 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ene Bae. Birmingham. Pet April 19. Ord April 19 
Hill, Durham, Farmer. Stockton on Tees and 
Ranreos, Boe ape Grocer. Tunbridge Wells. Pet April 18. 
Great Grimsby, Smack Owner, Great Grimsby. Pet April 


aeorer Bolton. Pet April20. Ord April 20 
Conc JOR, Cas ise High Court. PetFeb22. Ord April 19 
foes tee ree Carmarthen. Pet April 20. 


Sriapeie es Clerk in Holy Orders. 
Cardi, out of business. Cardiff. Pet April 18, 
RR ter Hates toe Northampton. 
a eet am ne Nottingham. Pet 


“~ 


a ad 





Hanzi JoHN THOMAS, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Builder. lesbury. 
Pot April 18. Ord April 18 ~ 


Hocxtn, James, Plymouth, Bootmaker. East Stonchouse. Pet April 19. Ord 
Houmas, Joux, Leeds, Plumber. Leeds. Pet April19. Ord April 19 

maa Rosaue, Redlend, Bristol, Ironmonger. Bristol. Pet April 20. 
Hunn, Onanis, Heanor, Derby, out of business. Derby. Pet April 19. Ord 
InLENGworTH, JosHuA Maups, York, Clerk. York. Pet April19. Ord April 19 
pre ee al Oxford, Retired Captain. Oxford. Pet March 21. Ord April 19 


Rr jaengetion, Denbigh, Innkeeper. Wrexham. Pet April 18. 
nabs Gellygaer, Glamorgan, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet April 1s. 


rd April 18 
eee aed ton, George st, Oroydon. Croydon, Pet March 29. Ord 
LONGMORE, » BEA = andl {pases | Lowpescan, oud Samos Po wem oo) Goscote 
ily, Cal evict Carmarthen. Pet 


LOOsMORE, AMES. yi Carmarthen, Hay 
April 19. Ord tAuis 
Moopy, Apr tA Minster, Dorset, Chemist. Poole. Pet April 20. 


Munters, mas, Todmorden, Lensaahine, Hawker of Drapery Goods. Burn- 
ley. Pet “April 6. Ord April 1 
PARKER, ROLAND, jun , Soeiaton, Nottingham, Centractor. Nottingham. Pet 





April 20. ‘April 20 
PIDDOCKE, Regus, ooler, Northumberland, Clerk in Holy Orders. New- 
on Tyne. Pet April 20. Ord April 20 


roma, 2 aa Ripon, Yorks, Retired . Northallerton. Pet April 1. 

Powsliy Towis, Mountain Aah, Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Aberdare. Pet 

Ruynon Davip fieanors, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. Swansea. Pet 
A 19. ‘Ord April '9 


Roe, my, Sones, Birmingham, Painter. Birmingham. Pet April 18. Ord 
Saw, yw Elland, Yorks,Grocer Halifax. Pet April 18. Ord April 18 
Surrn, Jonn Wii114M, Fakenham, Norfolk, Oarpenter. Norwich. Pet apri! 


19, Ord April 19 

Sproat, JoHN. and Is . Barnsley, Yorks, Grocers. Barnsley. 
Pet April 19. Ord April 19 

Taytor, Ric Carter, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 


HARD 
April 16. Ord April 18 
THOMAS, yee Albemarle st, Piccadilly, Jeweller. High Court. Pet April 20. 


A 
reett wisn Scarborough, Fisherman. Scarborough. Pet Apris. Ord 
on 1 green, Nottingham, Beerhouse Keeper. Nottingham. 
- Bath, Derbyshire, Joiner. Derby. Pet Apr 20. Ord 
r 
Unneswos, CHARLES, Drury lane, — High Court. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 20 
VILLANUEVA, FERNANDO LORENSO ednaee, | wineencaiatye, Tron- 
8 Assistant. Birmingham. "Pet A 
~~ Amcotts, Brisklaner. Bhatia, Pet Apr 2. 
Wanageieieons, EGERTON, edeaaieiin Artist, Oheltenham. Pet Apr 18. 


Ord Apr 
Young, CHARLES, Stockton on Stockton on Tees and 
iiddlesborcugh. ‘Per Apr 16.” Ord Aprie 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bent, THomas, Westleigh, Lancs, Baker. May 4atii. 16, Wood st, Bolton 
eR > hee ag 2 Dasetts rd, Peckham, Commission Agent, April 29 at 11 
a ~Ohisledon, Wilts, Farmer. April 29 at 11.90. Off Rec, Swin- 
dc 
BUL?rrrt, 5 ean Pere. Bent veck st, Potato Salesman. April 29 at 2.30, 
CHa aft ona’ GEORGE ae he Nottinghsm, Butchers. April 29 at 
Reo, 1. High pa t, Nottingham ™ 

Ooraca, ARTHUR, ‘Thorndon, Suffol Suffolk, no occupation April 29 at 12.15. Off Rec, 
DEVONALD, GEORGE J. and Herserr Ep C. Ww 

housemen. raat isd. Great Western wn Heel Peddt eg pee 
ae, MR A hy hy May 2 ati. 166, Queen st, 


Portsea 
GREGORY, CHARLES ’ 
one, Vnanes withirs oes nee ne vandgets Guia 
NRY HERMAN, Lauristow rd 4, South Hackney, Pp 
enestee meet Cee ee April 29 at 2. Off Rec, 
Houpen, Isaac, ; Gulldiord Surrey, Farm Bailiff. May 2 at 1. Boro’ and 
Horton, — © jjamew rd, ates , Giese Merchant, 
Hueam. Dene West Bromwich, ~~ y 2 at oo County Court, 
HUMBERT, st, Leicester sq, Mining Engineer. April 29 at 11. 
+3, Carey st, ’s 
Lang WSSre, oumes Maes, Yok, Clewk. April 30 at 3. Off Rec, 17, Blake st, 
JOHNSTON, Waa Appleby, Westmorland, Surveyor. April 30 at 11. 37, 
Joums, anuaaen, Cermarven, Draper. May 3 at 1. Royal Hotel, Carnarvon 
Jonzs, RopERt, Llangollen, Innkeeper. May 6 at 2.30. Off Rec, Chester 
J eee an Soakenesy Mon., Grocer. April 29 at 3. Off Rec, 
te idigh st Boston So Lincolnshire, Miller. May 5 at 12. Off Rec, 48, 
Marston, HENRY 
aL. ALLIS, Kingston Bel. Broker. May 3 at 11. Off 
NICHOLS, Leicester, ‘eet 28, Friar lane Leicester 
Patumn, Gzonos Russstz, Southsea, Grocer. May 2 at 3, 166, Queen st, 


To: Lianbeblig, Carnarvonshire, Farmer. May 3 at 2. Royal 
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Secure, © z RicHARD, Chichester, Tailor. May 3 at 1.15. Bankruptcy 
bl pe Boy pm 

Preos, & Wooler, Northumberland, Olerk in Holy Orders. May 4 at 
11. Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

PoRrER, Guonge, Tanner's hill, Deptford, Auctioneer. May 2 at 3. 109, Vic- 
Banmesas, Davey Spners, Bon Swansea, Licensed Victualler. May 2 at 11, Off 
Rosuase Wis i dines , Portmadoc, Carnarvon, Quarryman, May 3 at 1.30. 


saxon, Tuomas, 4 Audenshaw, Lenes, Grocer. April 29 at 11.80. Ogden’s chbrs, 


st, Mancheste 
ae OHN THOMAS, Blackburn, Grocer. April 29 at 2.30, County Court, 


lac! 
SHaw, JosEPH, Elland, Yorks, Grocer. May 8 atii. Off Rec, Halifax 


Suinton, Jouwn Epwarp, King’s Heath, Worcs, Professional Cricketer. May 
2atii. Off Rec, Birmingbham 

Suir, Jonn Exzas, Stockport, Licensed Victualler. Apr 99 at 12.30. Off Rec, 
County chbrs, Market p!, Stockport 

sat king st Norwich Norfolk, Oarpenter. Apr 30 ati. Off Rec, 

ny, Norwich 

Surru, J oe Wine, Stafford, Draper. May 4 at 11.25. County Court, Stafford 

SPRING, ss Guenes, Sandy, Beda, out of business. Apr 29 at 2.30. 38, 
Cao 6 st, Lincoln’s inn 

SrToxes, Jounw WeEsTLEY, Harborne, Staffs, Plumber. May 8 at 11. Off Rec, 


mee berough, Fishermen. April 29 at 11, Off Rec, 74, New- 
cS unems, Sunderind, Builder. April 29 at 12. Off Rec, 21, Fawcett 
Waatou, Jouy, S, Resow in Furness, Baker. April 29 at 12. 2, Paxton 


terrace, Furness 

‘Warp. Epwarp Jozn, Eocleshall, Staffordshire, Grocer. May 4 at 11.45. 
County Court, Stafford 

Waeee. em yon am. Lawes, Sussex, Saddler. May 3 at 12.80. Bankruptcy bidngs, 


Weoseen, , the and Janez Woorear, Horsham, Sussex, Builders. May 3 at 
Bankruptcy bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 


The following Amended Notice is enbettiates m4 that published in the 
London Gazette of April 19 


RIVELL, Wr.t14M Bass, Orocken Kent, tn A ril 28 at 11,30. Off Rec, 
High st, Rochester te af 


we boroigh 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Baynzgs, Dr GzorGz AYLMER, Burfield House, Highgate. High Court. Pet 
Sept 8. Ord Apr 18 
Bayngs, Wr114M, and Tox Dawson, Nottingham, Builders. Nottingham. Pet 
Apri3. Ord Apr 20 
— Groraez, Gt Grimsby, Smack Owner. Gt Grimsby. Pet Apr 18. Ord 


Bupagoon, Gsorcz, Appleton in Widnes, Lancs, Baker. Liverpool. Pet Apr 2. 


BEnt, Beodae Westleigh, Lancs, Baker. Bolton. Pet Apr20. Ord Apr 20 
BRUNSsDEN, Henry, Chisledon, Wilts, Farmer. Swindon. Pet Apr 13, Ord Apr 19 
Carzgy, Henry GrorGs, Yeovil, Builder. Yeovil. Pet Mar26. Ord Apr 18 
Cuvunce, Joun, Coleman st, Builder. High Court. Pet Feb 22. Ord Apr 20 
DAvIEgs, Pama, Talley, Carmarthenshire, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet Apr 20 


Ord 
Doss, Tuceas. Hewry, Aberdulais, nr Neath, Glam, Gardener. Neath. Pet 


Apr 15. Ord Apr 20 
Eaton, Wit11am, Rothwell,  ertncenptetnn Shoemaker. North- 


ampton. Pet Apr 20. Ord Apr 2 

E118, THoMas, Chirbury, Salop, Miller. Newtown. Pet Apr4, Ord Apr 18 

Forster, THomas, Guisborough, Yorks. Grocer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Apré. Ord Apr 19 

FOWLER, James, Newbury, Berke, Baker. Newbury. Pet April5. Ord April 18 

FRETWELL, THOMAS rem py Rotherham, Yorks, Pork Butcher. Sheffield. Pet 
April 19, Ord April 

Harper, WILLiaM Ciechell, Stafford, Lock Manufacturer. Wolverhampton. 
Pet April 4. ora Apri 19 


Honnswots, ry CHARLES, Swindon, Coal Merchant. Swindon. Pet April 14. 


18 
Horns, Joum, Leeds, Plumber. Leeds, Pet April19. Ord April 19 
Hont, Cuanza Heanor, Derby, out of business. Derby. Pet April 19. Ord 
Juz, H ‘Waltron, Sussex, Gent. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet 


ERBEBRT, 
March 18. Ord April 
JO; THOMAS. Sereem, Grencnnes, Grocer. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet April 16. 


A 
Movas, Joskra, 1 Thornton Heath, Surrey, Doctor. Croydon. Pet Feb22. Ord 
PALcE, GEoROE RussELL, Southsea, Grocer. Portemouth. Pet April 14. Ord 
PILe GzorGce RoBeet, sow Malden, Surrey, Clerk. Kingston, Surrey. 
"Pet March 16. Ord Apri se 
water Feomas, } plountatn rid Glamorganshire, Bootmaker. Aberdare. Pet 
Ap 
Pryor, GzoRrG: a ALFRED on ye High et, Tottenham, Builders. High 
ret April 14. Urd April 18 * 

Raton, Fo. Durrington, Wilts, Farmer. Salisbury. Pet March 29. Ord 
Roper oe ares, Chart rd, Wimbledon, Grocer. Kingston, Surrey. Pet 
Sunway BAMUBL EDWARD. Queen's rd, Peckham, High Uourt, Pot Apeil 19 

Suaw, Josspx, Elland, Yorks, Grocer. Halifax. Pet April 18.. Ord April 18 


SmiLton, JouN Epwarp, King’s Beath, Waseoctanshine, Professional Cricketer. 
Birmingham. Pet Ap: yh Ord April 18 


ccoeer ey § ae Scarborough, Fisherman. Scarborough. Pet April 18, 

Townes, Jous, Matlock Bath, Derbyshire, Joiner. Deby. Pet April90. Ord 

Teaver, Fd APLin, Dorchester, Auctioneer. Dorchester. Pet April6é, Ord 

aa Cuarixs, Drury lane, Grocer. High Court. Pet April 90. Ord 

VALENTINE, Ropgrt, Longth Northamptonshire, Farmer, Peterborough, 
Pot april 4. O Ord Ap: ril ~ hie 


Warnaziay, Tuoxas HET, and BARTARD A Se eg eer a 














ABBOTT, moore, Rowanp Jou, Monk Soham, Gallet, Casstar, Ipswich. Pet April 21, 
BaILey, PETER Epwane, Qwistoe, ar Manchester, no cocupation. Macclesfield. 


Bee aren St, Od APES ne Wenner. Booted. ‘Fob ApS . 


Box, Wrtsux Osttord, Kent, Railway Agent High Court. Pet April 3, 


Bonastox, Witte, i, Direstagham, Gusesh Madeley, Shropshire. Pet March 


Bors, twontas Boxcp, Newport, LW., Hotel Propelator. Newport and Ryde, 
sen., St. Neots, Hunts, Innkeeper. Bedford, Pet April#2, Ord 


CAMWELL, Gore, Exhell, nr Coventry, Farmer. Coventry. Pet April 18, 
CenOEd Apri at ns Ws ans way Merchant. High Court. Pet April 21, 
. Man- 

owten Mev, lanenhion, Genel Besse 


mew Pet A 
neve, Zope Berens, Cys eee eet Canterbury. Pet April ai. Ord 
Crossine, W. East Stonehouse, Devon, Boot Maker. East Stonehouse. 

Pet April 21, Ord April 1 yao ts 

Ji , and GroRrGE warns, Gress 
Day cum DEUTANIE, tet agri th Ord are, ‘armouth, Iron- 


23. is 
aba Sy 
Feb 2 Ord Apel 


mo ea gro primer es Baabury. 


VoR Ashford, Kent, Marine Store Dealer. Canterbury. 


Lateun srean tea eed wi Sheffield. Pet April23, Ord April23 


Lzwarrton, Ex14s Rosert, Fulbeck, Lincs, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet April 19, 
Ord April 23 


Maun, WILLIAM, Qudworth, mr Barnsley, Yorks, Engine Driver Barnsley. 
Mur14, BenJaMin, Bacup, out of business. Oldham. Pet April22. Ord April 2 
Mownay, Ousarae, Winehasieh, opt of lertnem: Winchester. Pet April 21. 
ails — y | T2sam, Rawpeat, I W, Raber. Newport and Ryde. Pet April 21, 
Weomonsnet, dame, Bewthenn, Darssn: Portsmouth. Pet Apr22. Ord Apr 22 
O'Rins, Neetns Saew.s8 
Makers. High Court. 
PALMER, Francis, Warboys, Hunts, Retired Farmer. Peterborough. Pet Apr 


Rurs Jone Merther Tyaal, Butcher. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet Apr 23. Ord Apras 

OSEPH, Bromegrove, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualier. Worces- 
Pet Apr 21. ne 

Wrson, Macclesfield, Grocer. Macclesfield. Pet Apr 21, 


cease SEY a sstipeatans diaaade Nottingham. Pet Apr 23. Ord 





Suwanb, ‘Tuoxas, jodma , Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer, Peterborough. 
SHERSON, mont, Be = rd, Earl’s Court, Gent. High Court. Pet 
coe Bet OG amen eer se 
a nr Oldbury, Maltster. Oldbury. Pet April 22 . 

a Danae Maes, Carlisle, Jeweller. Carlisle, Pet April 22. 
W. hy fame Bradford, Yorks, Grocer. Bradford. Pet April 23. 
vee ne ee Liverpool. Pet April 6. Ord 


WELL woop, Rozgrt, Wigan, Grocer. Wigan. Pet April?t. Ord April 21 

Wangenon, Jomen, Barton on Treat, Baee Burton on Trent. Pet April 22. 
besa Liverpool, Master Mariner. Liverpool. Pet April 2i. Ord 
eS oe ae bee Dudley. Pet April 22, Ord 


bas ye Ord April 2 . — . . 


Aseoy, Rowanp 2 Monk Soham, Suffolk, Carrier. May 3 at 12. ounce 
Anas, Wesen , residence unknown. May 8atii. 83, Carey st, Lin- 


nay Sars RESTS ears memes ar eon 


axes, Spee beet, Belts Gee See Pee May 3 at 12. 33, Carey 
ny hems Durham, Farmer. May 5 at 11, Off Reo,. 
Hewey, Great Grimsby, Grocer. May 4 at 12.80, Off Reo, 3, Haven st, 


ame 

ams hy my svenent, Noeungiatt May 5 at 11. or 
Bara4p, Crone & Salesman. May 8 at 11, or 
Doone, Ju, 


Seddler, May 8 at 9.20. on 
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RD. Cleckheaton, Yorks, Weaver. May 4 at 11. Off Rec, 31, 


Manor row, 4° 
- aarane. Doves 8q, Marylebone, Surgeon. May 5 atii. 33, Carey 
WALTER FREDERICK, Dudley, Worcestershire, Ironmonger. May 3 at 
ey a factel, Dadley ww, t, Hotel Proprietor. M “ it 3. 
r) ay 9 a 
Warburton’s Hotel, Newport, Isle of 2 Wiehe 
Pw, at. - heres walk, Islington, Box 
» May iu. Carey CO) 
EMI1iaN Lieuiur Glen aarti, Pooky out of business. May 3 


Cowrer, Roser, Northampton, Mieke resser. May 16 at 4. County 
orthampton 


Portland ter, Regent’s pk, Florist. May 4 at 12. Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, "8 
Crossinc, Water, East Stonehouse, Devon, Bootmaker. May 5 at 12. 18, 


Plymouth 
oon 


Carmarthenshire, Draper. May 4 at 3. Off Rec, 11, 
DEAOcoN, Huwny, South Shields, Undertaker. May 7 at 10.30. Off Rec, Pink 
lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Epwanrps, GzorGz, Lucy rd, Bermondsey, Licensed Victualler. May 8 at 11. 
bide Lincoln’s inn 


neal WILLIAM, neers ct, nr Stroud, Woollen Cloth Manufacturer. 


y 5 at 3.30, Imperial [otel, Stroud 
RSTER, THOMAS. Guis h, Yorks, Grocer. May 8 at 11.30. Off Rec, 8, 
me 5 rd, Middlesboroush 
GEORG: ALTER, Clerkenwell, Jeweller. May 3 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
oe bla, B al at, Tino inn fields 
m green rd, Islington, Corn Merchant. May 
ruptcy bids | ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn flelds 
eld rd, Peckham, Traveller. May 3at12. Bankruptcy 
st, Lincoln's inn fields 
COCK, Kenyon, Gt Grimsby, Butcher. May 4 ati2. Off Rec, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grims 


Hocxtn, James, Plymouth, Bootmaker. May 5at11. 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
Hozmes, Jonny, Leeds, Plumber. May 8 at 11. Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
> Rozert, Bristol, Ironmonger. May6 at 12.15. Off Reo, Colmore 





row, 
uum, Oeaayes, eanor, Derbyshire, out of business. May 3 at 3. Flying 
Sei, Snes F May 4 at 12, Off Reo, 
’ » otting re, Farmer. Ma 


vement, m 
Kiet, THorvatp, Laurence P 7 say A hill, Agent. May 8 at 11. Bankruptcy 
8 inn 


bides, Portugal st, Lincoln's 


vessLodee, Brny. Soi YY Lone aa, and SIMEON {gucmoms, Goscote 


ers. May 4at 11.16. Off Rec, Walsall 
molly, Carmarthenshire, Hay Merchant. May 4 at 11, 


Miroy, wag oe nly ee hoade se ak Ble 0 Importer of Clocks, May 4 at 11. 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Moen, Aira. Wimborne Minster, Dorsetshire, Chemist. May 4 at:.30. Off 

Muwpay, ho, ig (ara Oxfordshire, Chair Turner. May 5 at 11.30. 
Off Reo, 1, St Aldates 

Newnuam, Wii114M, Newport, Isle of Wight, Baker. May 7 at 11.30; Off Rec, 


N ort, Isle of Wight 
UTTALL, Lancashire, Hawker of Drapery Goods. May 4 
at 12.30. Queen’s Hotel, fodmorden 
PaseEe. Tuomas, High st, Deptford, Grocer. May 8 at 3. 109, Victoria st, 


—— CHAaRritzs Henry, Albert st, Victoria sq, Artist. May 4at12. 33, Carey 
Lincoln’s 

PILeRm™. iz RopEeRtT, New Malden, Clerk. May 8 at12. 16 Room, 30 and 
31, Be Bwithins lane’ 2 
Povmges, Groraz, Ripon, Tailor. May 5 at 11.30, Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
Pune, hae, © ith st, Clerkenwell, Baker. May 5 at 12. 83, Carey 
REYNOLDS. JOSEPH, segrove, Worcestershire, Licensed Victualler. May 11 
Bpeaee, Dave, Croyddin, Cardigan, Lab urer. May 3 at 12.30. Townhall, 
Roatmom, James Wis0n, Macclesfield, Grocer. May 4 at 12. Off Rec, 23, 

Edward st, Macclesfiel 
SEWARD, aes, Sodusanchester, Huntingdon, Cattle Dealer. May 5 at 12.30. 


County Cony Court, Peterboroug 
Smiru, THomas TAYLEr, Geen pl, Finsbury, Surveyor. May 4 at 2.30, 33, 


i JOR, st, Laneota' on : 

Matlock Bath, Derby, Joiner. May4ati2. Off Rec, St James’s 

TRA . Stockton on Tees, Commission Agent. May 3 at 11.15. 
ore a &, Albert rd, ™ 


Middlesborough 
TRITSCHLER, hg Henry, Carlisle, Jeweller. May 5 at 12. Off Rec, 3, 
UNDERHAY, SAMUEL JOHN, and CHARLES spnroe LOVENDABL, Rochester 
Kentish Town, Pianoforte Makers. May 5 at 12. Bankruptcy elds, 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
VauGcnay, , jun, Dudley, Worcestershire, Haulier. May 3 at 9.45. Off 
‘Watton, Joun, Sheffield, Plasterer. May 4 at 11.30. Off Rec, Figtree lane, 
WARREN, Bonomi Ecerron, Cheltenham, Artist. May 3 at 4.30. County Court, 


WELLWooD, RozERT, Wigan, Grocer, May 5at3. Off Rec, Manchester 
WHITING, ae ee evepest, Master Mariner. May 6at3. Off Rec, 35, Vic- 
W ma ty ae rd E, Livery Stable Keeper. May 4ati2. 33, 


Wourgh A 7; fydney =. eveey, Chetk. May65 at 2.90. Bankruptcy bidgs, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ABBOTT, Beye Jee JOHN, Monk Soham, Suffolk, Carrier. Ipswich. Pet April 
Leicestershire, Farmer. Leicester. Pet March 23. 


ee ons 
Anwita,-Faawen Haat, Alcester, W: 
2 a 2 arwickshire, Butcher. Warwick. Pet 


are ai. Ont Ave it Brick Manufacturer. Nottingham. 
r Rensuensantie Blandi Manuteckeses. Poole. Pet March 26. Ord 





OCHADDERTON, W: Heath. Lancashire, General Dealer. Man- 


m11aM. Newton 
chester. Pet April 23. cee 4 
Harry, and Grore Nottingham, Butchers. Notting- 
ham. Pet April 14. Ord april i 
mene vy cK, Great Yarmouth, Builder. Great Yarmouth. Pet April 1. 


ames * “Sone Mowsen, Wye, Kent, Tailor. Canterbury. Pet April 21. Ord 


Caceens, Ord April 5 East Stonehouse, Boot Maker. East Stonehouse. Pet April 
DAvrEs, ag A Viewage, Anglesey, Olerk in Holy Orders. 
. Hawn Hana April 19. . wad 
Day, JOHN BENJAMIN, and Groner J “3 “ia. Tron- 
mongers. Great Yarmouth. 


Dao, yt od 1S South Shields, so Newcastle on Tyne. Pet April 28. 
EAYRs, WritiaM, Nottingham, Boot Dealer. Nottingham. Pet April 20. Ord 


FOUND, ALFRED, Poole, Draper. Poole. Pet April5. Ord April 21 


GEARD, ALFRED, Bismarck rd, U: Holloway, Builder. h Court. Pet 
April 12. Ord April 22 tgs se aie 


aes WatTsR, and JoHn LuscomseE, Torquay, Builders. Exeter. Pet Mar 
Hocxm, JameEs, Plymouth, Bootmaker, East Stonehouse. Pet April 19. Ord 


DP 
Hotyoak, Harry, Leicester, Tailor. Leicester. Pet Mar 21. Ord April 19 
Howanrp, Tuomas, Liverpool, Painter. Liverpool. Pet March 19. Ord April 21 
peeing: JosHvuA Mavupz, York, Clerk. York. Pet April19. Ord April 21 


Gpenen Tom. Wilson st, Finsbury, Licensed Victualler. High Court. 
mn, S April 14. Ord April 21 

Ivins, TH Tuomas, Leamington, Baker er. Warwick. Pet April4. Ord April 22 

JOBLIN, im, Howey, I Ryde, I.W., Poulterer. Newport and Ryde. Pet March 25. 

Kay, pL cag ey aber. ae Musical Instrument Dealer. Ban- 


esti " teiemen, King’s Cross rd, Printer. High Oourt. Pet 
March 1 16. Ord April 21 
LOOSMORE, JamMEs, Kiaw Carmarthenshire, Hay Merchant. Carmarthen. 
Pet ¢ April 16. Ord April 21 
MIDDLEDITCH, EpwarD EATrOn, Blumsdon 8t. Leonard, Wilts, Gent. Swindon. 
Pet April 2. Ord April 21 
Mitis, Micnart, Ordnance rd, St John’s Wood, Carpenter. High Court. Pet 
March 16. Ord April 22 
nes fie. ‘Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Chemist. Poole. Pet April 20. 
Monoa™, Romust, Ryde, 1.W,, Butcher. Newportand Ryde. Pet April7. Ord 
P 
Munpay, ALBERT Henry, Pyrton, Oxford, Chair Turner. Aylesbury. Pet 
NUTTALL gh i Cl Lancs, Hawker of Drapery Goods. Burnie 
‘ALL, ‘odm cs, a 
Pet April 5. Ord April 22 . 6 
PALMER, Francis. W yy Nottingham, Retired Farmer. Peterborough. Pet 
April 23. Ord April 23 
rem jun, Nottingham, Contractor. Nottingham. Pet April 20. 


Ord A; 
PavuL, WILLIAM Harvey, Penzance, Baker. Truro, Pet Apriliz. Ord April 23 
Bam, Joy, Merthyr Tydfil, Butcher. Merthyr Tydfil, Pet April 23. Ord 
RYAN, Janes, Rdmund Aldersgate st, Manufacturers’ Agent. h Court. 
Pet March 22. Ord Ay 21 ont. Te 4 
Gauxyeae, ARTHUR Sunbury on Thames, Broker. Kingston, Surrey. 


MORRELL, 
et Feb 21. Ord April 20 
Scuzesixann, Tw EDWARD, Finsbury sq, Builder. High Court. Pet Feb 17. 


April 
ScuoLns, Joux Tuomas, Blackburn, Grocer. Blackburn. Pet April 16. Ord 


pril 2 
SMITH, JOHN WILLIAM, Stafford, Draper. Stafford. Pet April4. Ord April 22 


Surrey, Joum Wisse, Fakenham, Norfolk, Carpenter. Norwich. Pet April 19. 
Pp 
Sprinc, FREDERICK GEORGE, Sandy, Bedfordsbire, out of business. High Court. 
Pet April5. Ord April 21 
STAPLETON, GEORGE, Market Deeping, Lincolnshire, Brewer. Peterborough. 
Pet April 4. Ord April 23 
TAYLOR, RICHARD Caneze, Oxford st, Licensed Victualler. High Court. Pet 
April 16, Ord April 22 
THOMAS, a, Sere, 5 Godo! ae rd, Shepherd’s bush, Jeweller. High Court. Pet 
Tuon, Eowan, No N dinghene, Beerhouse Keeper. Nottingham. Pet April 4. 
r Pp 


——- FERDINAND HENRY, Carlisle, Jeweller. Carlisle. Pet April 92. Ord 
vo Apo Hewry, New;Leeds, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet Apr 2'. 


WALLIs, THOMAS’ ~pey-y Huddersfield, Woollen Merchant. Huddersfield. 
Pet Apr 2. Ord Apr 22 

Warp, Epwarp Jon, Eccleshall, Staffs, Grocer, Stafford. Pet Apr 5. Ord 
Apr 22 

WARREN, | Ecerton, Cheltenham, Artist. Oheltenham. Pet Apr 18. 

r AT 
beieas ~ 3 Fee: eg my ty Lowestoft, Suffolk, Sail Maker. Gt Yarmouth. Pet 
r 
nire’ Grrr, South Shields, Outfitter. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 

Apr5. Ord Apr 23 

Wooreak. Jonn, 7 JaBEZ WooLGAR, Horsham, Sussex, Builders. Brighton. 
Pet Mar 21. 

Worms, Cari wie. ‘Chiasiton, Kent, Engineers’ Draughtsman, Greenwich. 
Pet A Apr22. Ord A 











SALES OF ~ eee WEEK. 


Mi y Ane, Fox & BOUSFIELD, at sot, 3B. m., Freehold Estates and 
(see advertisement, Api 16, i 36, p- 4 
BERT ,» &2. art, at 1 p.m., Leasehold Pro- 


cesrs; Rossa Tip 
ise I "Teevun tt the Mart, 3i'p.m., Freehold end Leesehold Pro- 


aay i. ear separ ‘Hart, 06 2 pan. Prechold' Estates (seo 
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BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 


BIRTH. 
or -y-—ae 15, at Shanghai, the wife of Thomas 
Of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 


Mossorp—Fox. eee 26, at Beckenham, Henry Hesse, solicitor, of Chancery- 


lane, to Mary'Mod eleine, y wee of 0. Fox, o 
Parsons—APPLEGATE.— — 
2, 


barrister-at-law, to daughter of Hubert 
Avon. 


SurrH—CHESHIRE.—April 23, at Primrose- 


r 


’ 


DEATHS. 
Howett.—April 24, at Westbourne House, Arundel-sq, N., David Howell, soli- 
the Richt po. Sir John Mellor, formerly 
red’ Richards, Esq., barrister-at-law, 


citor, age‘1 58. 
MELLOR.—April 26, at Sussex-s 4, 
judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench, 
RicHaRDs.—April 18, at Forest hill, 
aged 65. 


9, at PAT a Sob Charles Parsons, M.A. 
bert Applegate, 


Geonge Fypdortt Smith, solici- 
tor, of Rapuae- -park-road, S rrimroee to Cheshire, of Adelaide- 


The Subscription tw 
Latham, barrister-at-law, 
their Volumce bound 


Country, 288. 6d.; withthe Warxix Revonrer, 53s, Payment in ad- 
vanes includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 








the Soxicrrons’ JournnaL de—iffosie; 26a, 6d. ; 


at the office—cloth, 20. 6d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 
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authenticated by the name of the writer. 


publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must o¢ 












SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, 
Guaranteed re Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.’ 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and my REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teespoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a reg ee 
Coooatrwa 4 La Vanruxe is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 

In tins at 1s. 64., 38., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 


H. Scuwzirzer & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C, 


HODGKINSON & CO.’S 


HAND-MADE BRIEF, FOOLSCAP, 
and other PAPERS. 


THE MOST SUITABLE FOR SOLICITORS, 
Can be obtained through all Stationers. 





EDE AND SON, 
ROBE gp - MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty. the Lord Chancellor, the 
the Judicial ich, h, Corporation of London, &e. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN’ 0 8 COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Go: f T 
ww Wigs 4G wns or Regiegrare, ‘own Clerks, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


the Whole of 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD'S PATENT.) 
1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 

500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 

English made, 

THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 


WODDERSPOON & CO,, 













DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 
The best Remedy for 
ACIDITY of the STOMACH, HEARTBURN, HEADACHE 
GOUT and INDIGESTION, 


Children, and Infants, 


DINNEFORD’S MAGNESIA 





And safest Aperient for Delicate Constitutions, Ladies 


7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.0. 


UBNISH your HOUSES = APART- 
F MOEDER’S 
The original, 










ala 
Partioulan cotimaten, Erees spieioes 


sTaMOTRMT, ah PR aah Zonertym gos 


ALSO for HIRE ONLY. 











THE CHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT 


Contains over 6,000 Safes and Strong Rooms. 


An absolutel y 
secure place. 
Easy of access 


for Storing 


clits J. 


| 


WILLS, DE EDs f@ 
BONDS, 
LEASES, and all 
kinds of 
VALUABLES. 


| 


CER = 


Burglar-Proof 


and Fire-Proof. 


Each Renter has a separate Safe or Strong Room, and is possessed of the only 
key to it in existence, thus ensuring complete Privacy and Security. 
Prospectus and Cards of Admission to view sent Post-Free on application to the Manager, 


THE GHANCERY LANE SAFE DEPOSIT, 6! & 62, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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Pierre Rooms. 
| Annual Rent of 
HELE Safes 










Guarded Night 
and Day. 
Reading, 

Writing, and 
Telephone 


Gabe 
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LAW UNION FIRE & LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY. 


ESTABLISHED IN THE YEAR 1884. 


April 30, 1887, 











The only Law Insurance Office in the United Kingdom which transacts both Fire and Life Insurance Business. 





CHIEF Orrice—126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


The Funds in hand and Capital subscribed amount to upwards of £1,900,000 Sterling. 


By express provision in the Company's Deed of Settlement, and by the Conditions of the Policies of the Company, the Capital and Funds of each 
are and always have been kept distinct, and under no cirewmstances can the Capital or Funds of one Department be applied to the payment of 
Losses or Bapenses inourred in the other Department. 








ss 


Cuatrmaw: JAMES CUDDON, Esq., of the Middle Temple, Barrister-at-Law. 
Derury-Cuareman : C. PEMBERTON, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Solicitor, 44, Lincoln’s Inn Fields. 





Extract from the Report of the Directors for the year ended 30th November, 1886 :— 
Fire Department new Insurances were effected for an aggregate amount of £6, 994,418, yielding in new Premiums the sum of 


In the Life shin si aoe during the same period 252 Policies were effected, insuring £236,245, the new Premiums received thereon amounting to 
£8,085 198., of £1,298 168. was paid away for re-assurance, Seventeen Proposals for insuring £21,150 were declined, and 46 Proposals for 
£73,180 were uncompleted in the year. 

Nine Life Annuities for 2679 2s. 10d. were granted, the purchase-money for which was £5,742 7s. 8d. Sixteen Annuities for £999 10s. 6d. became 





ve The _ ‘under Life and Endowment Policies amounted to £46,519 3s. 6d., which amount, although in excess of the Claims for the year 1885, 
The oy pnaomgm amount of losses by fire, paid and outstanding on 30th November, was £21,615 15s., being about 45 per cent. of the net Premiums 
received 
The average 2 mate of Interest realized on the assets of the Oompany (whether productive or unproductive) was £4 11s. 2d. per cent. 
Liberal Settlement of Losses. Moderate Rates of Premium. Profits divided f evecy five years in ay ae Department. 
Life free from all Conditions and Restrictions, are granted at a a tly increased Premi' 
Policies of Insurance ited against the contingency of Issue at moderate rates of Premium. 


Claims under Life Policies payable immediately on proof of death and title. 
Loans are granted on Mortgage of Life Interests, Reversions, Leasehold Houses, &c. Reversionspurchased. 


Prospectuses and every information may be obtained from 
. FRANK MoGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 

















CITY OF LONDON. AW FIRE INSURANOE OFFIOE, 114, HE NE LA D . 
Building Site, Square fect stasis in Little Trinky- Tem Chancery “lane, London, Ay ril iv vate < Notice tice wey ee? Br yee 
8 vi 
Sharp roourt, Quem Victorino. ME G of the Shareholders of Al @ a Fire Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed. 
M Ul, by AUCTION, at nn Soemrmees to Insurance Society will se held at the Society's £200,000 paid up. Reserve Fund, £12,000. 
ai ‘oken- | House, cery-. sr vA e Company’s loans are limited to first-class free- 
house-yard, Bark, on FELD ad tm ‘at TWO nant, to elect Eight Directors in the oan of the like nate mortgages. sh jane exe landted to issue is limited to 


viously of by | number of Directors who go out by rotation; and | the uncalled PX a 
Pits, “(gatos pre HOLD BI BUILD. | also to elect Four Auditors in the room of the like 7 = Home Dreecrors 
a of 8. 18, 14, vraped 15, Little Trinity-Jane | number who retire ; and for general purposes. < 












fron of about The Chair will be taken at one o'clock precisely. H. J. Bristow, Esq. Sir Wri11am T. POWER, 
to Maasion. oe oe Station, Queen The followin, Dees. going ‘out by Soeetiens are | W. K. Granam, Esq. K.0.B. 
etree Bos Seiiie Sec the enectton: of cme | Set Crete ne ke bia Guin ‘i rie 
e d a 5 
two smaller warehouses. - - Frederi ck Peak 2, Bea AnrHun M. Mrrcuison,|Sir Epwarp W. Srar- 
and conditions of sale may be Arndla William White, | BartleJohn Laurie Frere, | Esq. ron, K.0.M.G. 
; of Mesars. Boulton, Sons, & Sande- | Esq Esq. Chairman of Colonial 


214, Northampton square ; or of William Thomas Carlisle, Howard William Brough- The Hon, Sir Frepx. Warr. EOMG., M.L.C. 
Auctioneers and Surveyors, 49, ton, Eaq. oA late te Premier of New Zealand. os 








A’ = Auditors retiring ar ponte een at it 4 it. f three years d 
a cent. for ears, an 

Fine Corner Bie eA ROAD. arty, possessin rd Bigg, William Pemner Neve, per wt for five yours and upwards. In U terest half- 
= to the Clapham and two other good roads Octavius Leefe, Esq. Edward Hugh White- A. M. MITOHISON, Managing Director. 





Vee. at ELLIS & B SON ove Sirected to They are eligible, and offer themselves for re- | Leadenhall-buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 

Sr OCTRIDAY MAY wth. at TWO | By Order of the Board, 

Be Teno th abows private GEORGE WILLIAM BELL, secretary. | ACCIDENTS AT HOME AND ABROAD 
Oe EON comaning | JYHE MORTGAGE INSURANCE OOR- _ Railway Accidents, Employer's Liability, 











Nos. 1 to. 11 (odd), Ling: | AMOUNT OF CAPITAL SUBSORIBED, £710,000 aos a 

snd endinated rene. about 25 pet _ Minch oar eee emt a THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 

which might Sig Sows t, Watencow, Bax hg oa Chairman. 64, CORNHILL,. LONDON. 

ape dl dy insuring Mo b actd ot issued by and Lesechold Income one ve £246,000. 

in poe ry conditions of sale ‘ Debut Take Bevoke aceiney Toe Ae eantares ,*24 | COMPENSATION PAID ror 118,000 ACCIDENTS. 
Searberch-sttece. ame vwho may be eld reeponstble. for in MopERATE 7 ac ate ConpiTI0¥s. 
“Seloaet Goctay vile te Ceepintion wil 

— ASSURANCE COMPAN ¥ alzo be enabled to obtain Advances at the loweat Prompt and Liberal Settlement of Claims. 

21, B.C, Asznpzzr: 1, The Corpor tion also grants Policies to Lease- CuarnMan—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Esa. 

INOOME & FUNDS (1805) bg g the Of thelr leases or at tng Snod | West-End Office:—8, Grand Hotel Buildings, W.C.; 








Premiums ... oe eos £577,000 Perlods 
a “ ~~ = fo For particulars and conditions of Insurance apply | Head Office :—64, CORWHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
} “4,134,000 | i PRINSED: | 


JAS, CO. . Secretary. WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 

















